


ETHNIC CLEANSING 


IN TWENTIETH-CENTURY EUROPE 


NORMAN M. NAIMARK 


LAU LIBRARY 


— 





HARVARD UNIVERSITY PRESS 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 
London, England 
2001 





Copyright © 2001 by the President and Fellows To Anna and Sarah 
of Harvard College 
All rights reserved 
Printed in the United States of America 


Designed by Gwen Nefsky Frankfeldt 


Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 


Naimark, Norman M. 
Fires of hatred : ethnic cleansing in twentieth-century Europe / Norman M. Naimark. 
p. cm. 
Includes bibliographical references and index. 
Contents: The Armenians and Greeks of Anatolia— 
The Nazi attacks on the Jews— 
Soviet deportation of the Chechens-Ingush and the Crimean Tatars— 
The expulsion of Germans from Poland and Czechoslovakia— 
The wars of Yugoslav succession. 
ISBN 0-674-00313-6 
1. Europe—Ethnic relations. 2. Racism—Europe—History—20th century. 
3. Population transfers. 4. Political atrocities—Europe. I. Title. 
GN575 N15 2001 
305.8’0094-de21 
00-057500 





BEBBHES 


Contents 


Introduction 
The Armenians and Greeks of Anatolia 
The Nazi Attack on the Jews 


Soviet Deportation of the Chechens-Ingush 
and the Crimean Tatars 


The Expulsion of Germans from Poland 
and Czechoslovakia 





The Wars of Yugoslav Succession 
Conclusion 
Notes 201 


Acknowledgments 240 
Index 243 





See how efficient it still is 
how it keeps itself in shape— 


our century’s hatred. 


From “Hatred” by Wislawa Szymborska 


EB BB u. E 


Introduction 


The history of Europe in the twentieth century ended badly. In the 
southeastern quadrant of the continent, former Yugoslavia has been 
overwhelmed by war, ethnic cleansing, and civil strife. The worst 
fighting in Europe since World War II has displaced millions of people 
and produced hundreds of thousands of casualties. Where Serbs, 
Croats, Bosnians, and Kosovar Albanians lived in relative peace and 
prosperity, there is now hatred, devastation, and fearsome poverty. The 
tenuous multinational culture of Yugoslavia has been obliterated. Anger 
and resentment divide ethnic communities and imperil attempts by 
NATO and the European Union to rebuild multinational institutions 
and societies. Civil and ethnic strife threaten Montenegro, Macedonia, 
and Albania. As a result, the stability of the European continent remains 
a source of great concern to the world community. 

In Eastern Europe as a whole, the great hopes of 1989 have not ma- 
terialized, in part because the optimism was unwarranted in the first 
place and in part because the transition from communism to democracy 
and from centrally run economies to market-style capitalism has been 
fraught with structural impediments, some anticipated, some not. For 
forty-five years, Germans longed for an end to the division of their 
country, but unification proved much more problematic than expected. 
A few success stories can be found in former communist Europe— 
Poland most notably—but the much longer line of failures, not the least 
of which is Russia itself, causes serious uneasiness about the new cen- 
tury. Yet nowhere has the descent into a dark cloud of pessimism been 
as steep as in former Yugoslavia. No country in formerly communist 
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Eastern Europe has fallen apart with such violence and wanton de- 
struction. 

How could it happen that the hopes and dreams associated with the 
fall of communism in 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 
1991 were shattered by nearly a decade of war, brutality, and ethnic 
cleansing in former Yugoslavia? Once again, war on the European conti- 
nent had disgorged tens of thousands of haggard refugees, telling 
horrific stories of rape, torture, and death. Once again, innocent civil- 
ians were executed by firing squads and buried in mass graves. Once 
again, villages were set aflame, animals killed, and houses of worship 
blown up. Once again, whole ethnic populations were crowded into 
railway cars and deported from their homelands. And once again, 
the “world community” looked on in horror, seemingly incapable of 
preventing or ending these acts of forced deportation and mass murder. 
Was the twentieth century’s sordid history of genocide simply repeat- 
ing itself in this last decade? Or was there something new in these 
wars of “ethnic cleansing” about which the media spoke and wrote so 
often? 

To try to answer these and related questions, I have chosen cases 
from twentieth-century European history that help illuminate the pro- 
cess of ethnic cleansing, its causes and effects. Comparative history is 
Clio’s own modest form of social science, allowing the observer to ask 
what is structurally the same and what is different in these cases and to 
think about what has changed and what has remained consistent over 
time. Most importantly, comparison provides the potential for better 
understanding the causes of ethnic cleansing in our era. Bound up in 
the comparative method of historical analysis are a number of concep- 
tual problems, however—problems that are compounded by the geo- 
graphical and chronological limitations I have placed on this work. To 
explore these limitations, the following discussion focuses on the three 
components of the book’s title itself: ethnic cleansing, twentieth cen- 
tury, and Europe. 


Ethnic Cleansing 


This term exploded into our consciousness in May 1992 during the first 
stage of the war in Bosnia.! At that time it referred to Serb attacks on 
Bosnian Muslims aimed at driving the Muslims from their home territo- 
ries. But the term had been initially devised by Serbs themselves to de- 
scribe what was happening to their own people in neighboring Kosovo, 
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at the hands of Kosovar Albanians in the early 1980s.? “Ethnic cleans- 
ing” quickly became part of the international lexicon of crimes associ- 
ated with Serb aggression in former Yugoslavia, though it was later used 
to describe similar attacks by Croats on Muslims, Serbs on Croats, and, 
most recently, Serbs on Kosovar Albanians. What all of these cases had 
in common was the intent of driving victims from territory claimed by 
the perpetrators. Journalists, NATO spokesmen, European jurists, and 
American politicians invoked the concept with amazing consistency.3 
Yet almost from the beginning, some commentators criticized the term 
as being at best imprecise and at worst a euphemism for genocide. More 
academic voices objected to use of a term that derived from contempo- 
rary journalism rather than from scholarly or juridical sources.* 

In this book I will argue that “ethnic cleansing” is a useful and viable 
term for understanding not just the war in former Yugoslavia but other 
similar cataclysmic events in the course of the twentieth century. New 
concepts are consistently being invented to describe, classify, and ar- 
range events of the past in order to understand them in the present. In 
this sense, “ethnic cleansing,” which was used with increasing frequency 
after May 1992, is little different from the term “genocide,” which de- 
rived its meaning from Rafael Lemkin’s writings during World War II to 
describe what was happening to the victims of Nazism. Moreover, eth- 
nic cleansing is presently taking on a juridical meaning through the war 
crimes courts in the Hague, just as genocide was defined by Article II of 
the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of 
the Crime of Genocide of December 9, 1948.5 

A new term was needed because ethnic cleansing and genocide are 
two different activities, and the differences between them are impor- 
tant. As in the case of determining first-degree murder, intentionality is 
the critical distinction. Genocide is the intentional killing off of part or 
all of an ethnic, religious, or national group; the murder of a people or 
peoples (in German, Völkermord) is the objective. The intention of eth- 
nic cleansing is to remove a people and often all traces of them from a 
concrete territory. The goal, in other words, is to get rid of the “alien” 
nationality, ethnic, or religious group and to seize control of the terri- 
tory they had formerly inhabited. At one extreme of its spectrum, eth- 
nic cleansing is closer to forced deportation or what has been called 
“population transfer”; the idea is to get people to move, and the means 
are meant to be legal and semi-legal. At the other extreme, however, 
ethnic cleansing and genocide are distinguishable only by the ultimate 
intent. Here, both literally and figuratively, ethnic cleansing bleeds into 
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genocide, as mass murder is committed in order to rid the land of a 
people. 

Further complicating the distinctions between ethnic cleansing and 
genocide is the fact that forced deportation seldom takes place without 
violence, often murderous violence. People do not leave their homes on 
their own. They hold on to their land and their culture, which are inter- 
connected. They resist deportation orders; they cling to their domiciles 
and their possessions; they find every possible way to avoid abandoning 
the place where their families have roots and their ancestors are buried. 
The result is that forced deportation often becomes genocidal, as peo- 
ple are violently ripped from their native towns and villages and killed 
when they try to stay. 

Even when forced deportation is not genocidal in its intent, it is often 
genocidal in its effects. Millions of people in this century have been 
marched in hungry columns across huge expanses of land and crowded 
into freight cars, buses, or holds of ships for journeys in which thou- 
sands, even tens of thousands, become sick, starve, and die. Even those 
refugees who survive forced deportation and transportation out of their 
homelands must deal with hunger, disease, and the sheer sorrow of 
living in refugee camps, begging for food, and seeking shelter in new 


lands out of reach of their persecutors. Many give up on life and commit 
suicide. 


In addition to making a useful distinction from genocide, the term 
“ethnic cleansing” is also valuable because of its associated meanings. In 
its Slavic forms chishchenie in Russian and ciscenja in Serbo-Croatian, 
cleansing often refers to political elimination or the purging of enemies. 
The purges in the Soviet Union, for example, were called chistki. The 
German word for cleansing, Säuberung, has the same kind of meaning, 
especially in the history of communism, but is also tied to the develop- 
ment of racial “science” in Germany at the turn of the century. As it 
came to maturity at the beginning of the twentieth century, eugenics it- 
self was about racial cleansing, Säuberung, though its implications were 
not necessarily genocidal.” Although the phrase ethnic cleansing itself 
was not used in the German or Slavic context, as far as I know, at the be- 
ginning of the century,’ German racial thinking did create the term 
völkische Flurbereinigung, which uses a metaphor from agriculture to 
indicate the cleansing, in this case of alien ethnic elements from the 
soil. Himmler, for example, favored this concept in describing the 
Aryanization of German territory.’ In both Slavic and German usages, 
“cleansing” has a dual meaning; one purges the native community of 
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foreign bodies, and one purges one’s own people of alien elements. This 
latter association, which emphasizes self-purging, accounts in some 
measure for the fearsome up-close killing and barbarous mutilation of 
neighbors and acquaintances that characterizes a number of cases of 
ethnic cleansing. 

“Ethnic” refers to what we call today an ethnic group, deriving from 
the Greek “ethnos” or nation. Some uses of the term tend to be pejora- 
tive, meaning that the group involved is something less than a nation or 
nationality. No such meaning is intended here. At the same time, “eth- 
nic group” and “ethnicity” are extremely hard to define, and often their 
contours are delineated by dominant groups that wish to create and 
characterize the “other.” The borders of ethnicity are constantly shift- 
ing; who is included and excluded has little to do with “objective” cate- 
gories, since any categories we might use—race, religion, skin color, and 
so on—are themselves socially constructed and reified by their repeated 
application. 

The definition of ethnicity I find most compelling is that of R. G. 
Grillo, who notes: “Ethnicity arises in the interaction of groups. It exists 
in the boundaries constructed between them.” Equally important, these 
constructions change over time and are mutable, depending on circum- 
stances even within the same societies. Ethnicity, in other words, is spe- 
cific to time, place, and culture, and even to the individuals shaping its 
meaning. “It is zn history, the flow of past events, that the emergence 
and variation appear, and only through history can we understand 
them.”?° This book makes a similar argument about ethnic cleansing: its 
definition can be understood only through the ebb and flow of its his- 
tory in this century. 


The Twentieth Century 


From the beginning of recorded history, dominant nations have at- 
tacked and chased off their lands less powerful nations and groups they 
deemed subordinate and alien. Homer’s Iliad is full of brutal and shock- 
ing examples of what one might call ethnic cleansing, as is the Bible. 
The first and still most important scholarly book on ethnic cleansing by 
the Boston sociologist Andrew Bell-Fialkoff begins its historical over- 
view with the Assyrians and Babylonians.!! From this point of view, 
events as widely dispersed in time and place as the destruction of 
Carthage (146 BC), the murder of the Albigensians (1209 and follow- 
ing), the expulsion of Jews from Spain (1492), the Spanish conquest of 
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the Incas and Aztecs (sixteenth century), the German massacres of the 
Herreros in southwest Africa (1904-1905), and the driving out of Indi- 
ans from their North American homelands (nineteenth century) all be- 
long to the phenomenon of ethnic cleansing. One problem with such a 
broad understanding of the concept, however, is that it encompasses 
too much chronological territory and too many variations on a similar 
theme. The realm of explanation is reduced to finding essential char- 
acteristics of humankind or tracing modern behavior to mythological 
origins and biblical tropes.!? My understanding of ethnic cleansing in 
the twentieth century is that its occurrences are highly dependent 
on the particular characteristics of the state, society, and ideology dur- 
ing the period itself. Bell-Fialkoff calls the twentieth century the third 
“contemporary” phase of ethnic cleansing.’ I think of it as so distinct in 
critical ways from earlier events that it belongs to a separate historical 
category. 

Ethnic cleansing as experienced in former Yugoslavia, from this per- 
spective, is a profoundly modern experience, related to previous in- 
stances in the twentieth century but not a product of “ancient hatreds,” 
as so often suggested by politicians and journalists, who repeatedly cite 
Ivo Andric’s The Bridge on the Drina to prove that the Balkans are end- 
lessly violent. That Andric’s Nobel-prize-winning work belongs very 
much to the struggles of World War II rather than to Ottoman Bosnia 
seldom seems to influence its use. From this perspective as well, the epi- 
sodic pogroms of late nineteenth-century Russia, which cost remarkably 
few Jewish lives given their bad press in the West, constituted a very dif- 
ferent kind of attack than Stalin’s reputed plans in 1952-53 to deport 
Russian Jews to Siberia. These plans, which still remain mostly 
unresearched because of inaccessible Russian archives, might well have 
resulted in a second Shoah. The Turkish attacks on Armenians in 1894- 
95 under Abdul Hamid II (the “Red”), though terrible in their scale 
and brutality, belong to a different social and historical phenomenon 
than the Armenian genocide of 1915, which constituted a concerted at- 
tack on the Armenian nation as a whole. The Nazi mass murder of the 
Jews was not simply an advanced stage in the development of German 
anti-Semitism from medieval times to the present, Daniel Goldhagen’s 
analysis notwithstanding.'* There were essential differences that tied the 
Holocaust to the century in which it actually occurred. 

One of those differences was the increasing popularity of modern, ra- 
cialist nationalism as it developed throughout Europe and the West dur- 
ing the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Post-positivist and 
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post-Darwinian, this new extreme form of nationalism represented an 
essentialist view of nations, a view which excluded the “other” and for- 
swore assimilation. Not only were races exclusive to themselves, but the 
mixing of others into the national corpus would compromise the peo- 
ple’s native strength. German anti-Semitism took on a much more viru- 
lent character than it had assumed in previous times; even those Jews 
who had fully assimilated were threatened by anti-Semitic laws. Johann 
Gottfried von Herder’s nationalism of the early nineteenth-century ro- 
mantic era encouraged all nations to develop their languages and cul- 
ture on a more or less equal basis.1® The late nineteenth-century nation- 
alism of Roman Dmowski in Poland or Francis Galton in England or 
Ernst Haeckel in Germany was fundamentally different. Ostensibly “sci- 
entific” in character, it measured the size of skulls, the shape of torsos, 
and the width of crania to understand race and diagnose its supposed 
defects. In the form of social Darwinism, the new race thinking postu- 
lated a world of nations engaged in a life-and-death struggle with one 
another for survival. The strong and determined—the fittest—would 
succeed, while lesser nations, like lesser species, would fall by the way- 
side. When such notions of integral nationalism became mixed with im- 
perialism’s harsh suppression of native populations and their aspirations 
around the turn of the century, the genocidal potential anong domi- 
nant nations increased exponentially. Mass murder on the basis of race 
was already part of European colonial history at the dawn of the new 
century; nationalism became the fuse that would ignite an explosion of 
genocide.!¢ 

Modern racialist nationalism was necessary for ethnic cleansing in the 
twentieth century but not sufficient. The modern state was a critical 
part of the story as it organized itself by ethnic criteria, especially after 
the Balkan Wars and World War I. According to Zygmunt Baumann, 
this marriage of modern nationalism and the post-World War I state was 
fatal in particular for the Jews: “Racism is unthinkable without the ad- 
vancement of modern science, modern technology and modern forms 
of state power. As such, racism is strictly a modern product. Modernity 
made racism possible. It also created a demand for racism; an era that 
declared achievement to be the only measure of human worth needed a 
theory of ascription to redeem boundary-drawing and boundary-guard- 
ing concerns under new conditions which made boundary-crossing eas- 








ier than ever before. Racism, in short, is a thoroughly modern weapon 
used in the conduct of pre-modern, or at least not exclusively modern 
struggles.”!” Religious difference in this schema is not the salient issue 
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in ethnic cleansing, as it often was for mass murder in centuries past. 
Even in Bosnia and Kosovo, religion serves as a marker of ethnic iden- 
tity, not primarily as an indicator of faith.’ 

Ethnic cleansing in the twentieth century is a product of the most 
“advanced” stage in the development of the modern state. This is the 
era of what James Scott calls “high modernism,” a state ideology which 
seeks to transform society into the regularized and “healthy” organism 
that reflects the state leaderships’ own needs for order, transparency, 
and responsiveness. The modern state takes the census, organizes ca- 
dastral surveys, counts, measures, weighs, categorizes, and homoge- 
nizes. It reifies geographical boundaries and enforces zoning regula- 
tions. It also subjects its population to surveillance and manipulation.?° 
It interferes in family life and establishes natalist policies. The media in- 
culcate the values of the state’s governing elite. High modernism has lit- 
tle use for minority rights, language differences, asymmetrical develop- 
ment, and primitive agriculture or artisanry. But, as Baumann points 
out, it insists on identifying ethnic groups and concretizing difference 
and otherness with the goal of banishing it. Of course, the state and its 
bureaucracies engaged in these activities long before the twentieth cen- 
tury. The origins of the modern state go back certainly into the eigh- 
teenth-century Enlightenment and even beyond, to the Scientific Revo- 
lution and the Age of Discovery.?! But the twentieth-century state, 
prompted in good measure by its mobilization of society around World 
War I, has engaged in the control and ordering of its population to a 
level previously unimaginable. 

The modern sovereign state’s inability to tolerate large minorities 
within its borders leads sometimes to programs of assimilation and 
sometimes to ethnic cleansing, depending on the political circumstances 
and the historical context. But the impetus to homogenize is inherent 
to the twentieth-century state. Of course, the twentieth-century state 
has also provided an unheard-of level of welfare, medical care, and edu- 
cational benefits to the populations it manages. In some cases, it has 
also brought to fruition many of the Enlightenment principles of hu- 
man dignity and the rights of citizens. In the most fortunate societies, 
these rights allow individuals and groups to use the power of the state 
and the political system to check some of their own worst instincts. In 
the least fortunate societies, tyrants use the state to enforce their own 
nightmarish racialist fantasies.22 

The achievements of modern science and technology are unimagin- 
able without the direct support of the state and its institutions. Yet these 
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achievements are a double-edged sword when nations turn to ethnic 
cleansing. The messages to deport are sent by telegraph, teletype, tele- 
phone, and now by computers and email. Members of a particular mi- 
nority can be tracked down by passport lists, village censuses, and tax 
rolls, where their ethnicity and religion are dutifully recorded by state 
employees. The justification for deportation is published and broadcast 
by modern mass media: newspapers, radios, and newsreels originally, 
then by television, video, and internet. Propaganda—used both to bol- 
ster the image of the state and to demean that of the internal enemy— 
coevolved with the modern media. The infrastructure of the modern 
state supports not only mass communication but also the mass trans- 
portation that ethnic cleansing requires; people are forcibly moved by 
railways in particular, but also buses and trucks, often built by the state. 
Technology has also given us the Uzis and AK-47s that are the pre- 
ferred weapon of today’s ethnic cleansers; in both cases these are weap- 
ons initially mass-produced by state arms manufacturers. Even the ma- 
chetes used by Hutus against Tutsis in Rwanda were imported from 
China, where they had been mass-produced in modern factories. The 
drive toward ethnic cleansing comes in part from the modern state’s 
compulsion to complete policies and finish with problems but also in 
part from its technological abilities to do so. 

As many scholars have pointed out (Omer Bartov and Elisabeth 
Domansky among them), World War I was a crucible for the develop- 
ment of the modern nation-state and its willingness and ability to en- 
gage in mass population policies.” Both in the Balkan Wars and in 
World War I, forced deportation and population exchange became a 
regular part of peacemaking as well as warmaking. In mobilizing their 
populations for total war, the European state bureaucracies inserted 
themselves increasingly into the individual lives of their citizens, 
whether in reproductive policy, housing issues, or work norms. But par- 
ticularly in post-World War I Germany and the Soviet Union, state in- 
tervention in and regularization of citizens’ lives reached a new height. 
Even in relatively backward countries, like the newly constituted Turk- 
ish Republic of Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk), the state assumed a modern- 
izing posture, intervening in the lives of its citizens in areas that had ear- 
lier been left to the Ottoman religious communities, the millets. The 
Great War also introduced “industrial killing” into the consciousness 
and reality of the European state system. Killing was routinized and per- 
fected; the use of gas and airplanes brought more and more scientists 
and “scientific principles” into the prosecution of war. 
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Although the modern state and integral nationalism have been critical 
to ethnic cleansing in this century, political elites nevertheless bear the 
major responsibility for its manifestations. In competing for political 
power, they have exploited the appeal of nationalism to large groups of 
resentful citizens in the dominant ethnic population. Using the power 
of the state, the media, and their political parties, national leaders have 
manipulated distrust of the “other” and purposefully revived and dis- 
torted ethnic tensions, sometimes long-buried, sometimes closer to the 
surface. They have initiated campaigns of ethnic cleansing by their or- 
ders and intimations; they have held the power to stop them if they 
wished, and they did not. Ethnic cleansing could not have taken place in 
the twentieth century without the direct involvement and connivance of 
political leaders. It is not an unpremeditated outburst of hatred, though 
it feeds on the potential for interethnic violence in society. As a witness 
to atrocities carried out by both Turks and Greeks during the Greco- 
Turkish War of 1921-22, Arnold Toynbee noted that political leaders 
have ignited the fires of ethnic hatred and resentment. “This is an ugly 
possibility in all of us; but happily, even when the stimuli are present, 
atrocities are seldom committed spontaneously by large bodies of hu- 
man beings . . . More commonly the rabies seizes a few individuals, and 
is communicated by them to the mass, while in other cases the blood- 
lust of the pack is excited by cold-blooded huntsmen who desire the 
death of the quarry without being carried away themselves by the ex- 
citement of the chase.”?* 

Political elites do not act alone in pursuing the goals of ethnic cleans- 
ing, however. They are backed up by state and party apparatuses, police 
forces, militaries, and paramilitaries. They also are supported by profes- 
sionals—lawyers, doctors, professors, engineers—who more often than 
not are both the architects and the beneficiaries of the modern state. 
The Young Turk revolution and its eventual assault on the Armenians 
owed a great deal to the active involvement of military doctors.” Rob- 
ert J. Lifton, among others, has demonstrated the important role played 
by Nazi doctors in the development of German racial ideology and Nazi 
practices of elimination, some of which they supervised and even carried 
out themselves.?° Well-educated and well-trained technocrats oversaw 
the ghettoization and eventual murder of the Jews, the transport of 
Chechens-Ingush from their home territories in the Soviet Union, and 
the deportation of the Armenians from Anatolia. Radovan Karadzic, the 
leader of the Bosnian Serbs and an indicted war criminal, is a trained 
psychiatrist. Slobodan Milosevic, another indicted war criminal, earned 
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his law degree and worked in banking in Serbia. Both men studied 
abroad and enjoyed a cosmopolitan lifestyle. One can only conclude 
from these and other twentieth-century examples that modern profes- 
sional codes of ethics do not deter some people from participation in 
ethnic cleansing and mass murder. 


Europe 


The cases examined in this book are taken from European history, in- 
cluding the history of the Soviet Union and the Ottoman Empire and 
Turkey. The reasons for this are two-fold. First, I do not feel competent 
to investigate and write about ethnic cleansing in regions whose cul- 
tures, history, and historiography I have not engaged in any depth. I am 
not able to explore the histories of Africa, Latin America, Asia, South 
Asia, and North America in the same way I can in the case of Europe. 
Although I am not familiar with the languages of some of the areas in 
Europe I discuss, I have studied their past, been involved in their pres- 
ent, and traveled extensively in their lands. The comparative method is 
hard on historians, who generally insist on knowing the languages and 
cultures of the lands they write about. My choice for the topic of ethnic 
cleansing was to stretch far enough to encompass some European 
groups whose histories I had studied through secondary works but had 
not been able to research in original-language sources. I did not think I 
could stretch so far as to make up for my ignorance of the histories and 
cultures of, for example, Cambodia, Rwanda, or India and Pakistan. 

I have an intellectual as well as a practical reason for both confining 
my work to Europe and then attempting to cover its major episodes of 
ethnic cleansing. The cases I examine are nested in the history of twen- 
tieth-century Europe as a whole—not just in local circumstance. 
Officers from the Imperial German Army, for example, were deeply in- 
volved in the Armenian genocide in Anatolia. But Russian and French 
actions also influenced the course of events there. British politics and 
politicians were essential to the outcome of the Greco-Turkish war and 
the Treaty of Lausanne which concluded it. Young Turks fled to Ger- 
many to escape prosecution for their crimes; one of the most promi- 
nent, Talat Pasha, was assassinated on the streets of Berlin by an Arme- 
nian nationalist. Hitler and the Nazis were intimately aware of the 
Armenian catastrophe and referred to it in their discussions of mass 
murder. There is a clear and apparent relationship between, on the one 
hand, the rise to power of Nazism and its domination of the continent 
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owed a great deal to the active involvement of military doctors.** Rob- 
ert J. Lifton, among others, has demonstrated the important role played 
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psychiatrist. Slobodan Milosevic, another indicted war criminal, earned 
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his law degree and worked in banking in Serbia. Both men studied 
abroad and enjoyed a cosmopolitan lifestyle. One can only conclude 
from these and other twentieth-century examples that modern profes- 
sional codes of ethics do not deter some people from participation in 
ethnic cleansing and mass murder. 


Europe 


The cases examined in this book are taken from European history, in- 
cluding the history of the Soviet Union and the Ottoman Empire and 
Turkey. The reasons for this are two-fold. First, I do not feel competent 
to investigate and write about ethnic cleansing in regions whose cul- 
tures, history, and historiography I have not engaged in any depth. I am 
not able to explore the histories of Africa, Latin America, Asia, South 
Asia, and North America in the same way I can in the case of Europe. 
Although I am not familiar with the languages of some of the areas in 
Europe I discuss, I have studied their past, been involved in their pres- 
ent, and traveled extensively in their lands. The comparative method is 
hard on historians, who generally insist on knowing the languages and 
cultures of the lands they write about. My choice for the topic of ethnic 
cleansing was to stretch far enough to encompass some European 
groups whose histories I had studied through secondary works but had 
not been able to research in original-language sources. I did not think I 
could stretch so far as to make up for my ignorance of the histories and 
cultures of, for example, Cambodia, Rwanda, or India and Pakistan. 

I have an intellectual as well as a practical reason for both confining 
my work to Europe and then attempting to cover its major episodes of 
ethnic cleansing. The cases I examine are nested in the history of twen- 
tieth-century Europe as a whole—not just in local circumstance. 
Officers from the Imperial German Army, for example, were deeply in- 
volved in the Armenian genocide in Anatolia. But Russian and French 
actions also influenced the course of events there. British politics and 
politicians were essential to the outcome of the Greco-Turkish war and 
the Treaty of Lausanne which concluded it. Young Turks fled to Ger- 
many to escape prosecution for their crimes; one of the most promi- 
nent, Talat Pasha, was assassinated on the streets of Berlin by an Arme- 
nian nationalist. Hitler and the Nazis were intimately aware of the 
Armenian catastrophe and referred to it in their discussions of mass 
murder. There is a clear and apparent relationship between, on the one 
hand, the rise to power of Nazism and its domination of the continent 
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and, on the other, the ascendancy of Stalin and Stalinism in the Soviet 
Union. When the Czechs and Poles deported Germans from their terri- 
tories at the end of the war and beginning of the peace, they quite con- 
sciously reversed the tables on their former persecutors. The ethnic 
cleansing in Bosnia and Kosovo is closely linked to the wartime policies 
of the Nazis and the peacetime influences of Moscow. The Treaty of 
Dayton (1995), which concluded the war in Bosnia, is tied to the trea- 
ties of Potsdam (1945) and Lausanne (1923). The point is that ethnic 
cleansing in Europe has its own history. The cases I explore are inter- 
connected and embedded in the European twentieth century. They 
need to be historicized, as well as compared. 


The Cases 


Each chapter deals with the history of one case or set of cases involving 
ethnic cleansing. In some instances I have done some archival work in 
order to bolster the otherwise weak historiography or incomplete docu- 
mentary sources. In other cases—the Holocaust is the most notable— 
the published material is so extensive and well-researched that archival 
work was unnecessary. In all the cases, I owe a great debt to fellow his- 
torians, who have labored long and hard to establish the fundamental 
contours of ethnic cleansing in each location. At the same time, where 
possible, I have sought out documentary sources as a way to break 
through the layers of controversy on difficult issues involving national 
pride and collective memory. 

The first case I examine is the Armenian genocide of 1915. In many 
ways, this is the most contentious of all the cases I consider in this book. 
Turkish and Armenian historians have yet to reach the kind of consen- 
sus on fundamental issues that would allow for deeper investigation of 
discrete episodes. Passions are high when the events of 1915 are dis- 
cussed, and an “objective” history of the events has not yet been writ- 
ten. Reputable historians on both sides still have wildly different esti- 
mates of the number of Armenians killed. Ronald G. Suny cites figures 
between “a few hundred thousand,” the lowest estimate, and 1.5 mil- 
lion, sometimes claimed in Armenian accounts.?” The essential question 
of intentionality also remains highly debatable: did the Young Turk 
leadership plan to kill off a part of the Armenian nation, or were the 
deaths an unintended byproduct of the deportation plans? Armenian 
and Turkish historians differ radically in their answers to this question. 
In association with the Armenian case, in Chapter 1 I also review the ex- 
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pulsion of the Greek population from Anatolia, some 1.4 million peo- 
ple, as a consequence of the Greco-Turkish War of 1921-22. This 
forced deportation took place under the auspices of the new Turkish 
government of Mustafa Kemal and was legitimized by the Treaty of 
Lausanne in 1923. Because Lausanne is seen later in the century as a 
model for the peaceful exchange of populations under international hu- 
manitarian supervision, it is important to look at the background and 
circumstances of the exchange. 

In Chapter 2 I examine the Nazi attack on the Jews. The scholarly lit- 
erature in this case is enormous, detailed, and, for the most part, scru- 
pulously fair-minded. I can contribute very little indeed to our factual 
knowledge of “the road to genocide.” My task, as I see it, is to focus on 
the question of whether the “Final Solution” can be seen as a case of 
ethnic cleansing, and if so, at what point did ethnic cleansing stop and 
genocide begin? In exploring this question, I concentrate on the period 
between the Nazi attack on Poland in September 1939 and the invasion 
of the Soviet Union in June 1941. In the late summer and early fall of 
1941, the Nazis entered a new and terrifying stage in their assault on 
the Jews. Behind the advance of the Wehrmacht, the SS Einsatz- 
gruppen, sometimes with Wehrmacht cooperation and participation, 
massacred large numbers of Jews. At some point in the early fall of 
1941, according to Christopher Browning and Philippe Burrin, the de- 
cision was reached to exterminate all of the Jews.?® The Wannsee con- 
ference in January 1942, which designed the system of death camps, 
was the conclusion of a process of planning the mass destruction of the 
Jews. Certainly from that point on, if not earlier in the fall, ethnic 
cleansing or forced deportation were no longer options under discus- 
sion; the Nazis had taken the final steps toward the Holocaust, the 
Shoah, the mass destruction of an entire nation. 

The third case—or, better, pair of cases—are the Soviets’ forced de- 
portation of the Chechens-Ingush from the northern Caucasus in Feb- 
ruary 1944 and their forced deportation of the Crimean Tatars from the 
Crimea to Central Asia in May 1944. The Chechen-Ingush and Tatar 
cases have their own peculiarities which relate to the unique characteris- 
tics of the Soviet system. The peoples were not deported abroad, nor 
were they displaced by a single nationality. But large numbers died in 
the process of deportation and resettlement, some 35-45 percent of the 
total deportees, and the thoroughness of the process of ethnic cleansing 
was remarkable. Every single Chechen-Ingush, some 489,000 people, 
and Crimean Tatar, some 185,000, was forced to go. No one was al- 
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lowed to stay behind; no traces of the nations were permitted to remain. 
Even the names of their territories were changed or eliminated. No one 
talked about what had happened. It was as if these nations had disap- 
peared into thin air. 

The expulsion of the Germans from Poland and Czechoslovakia at 
the end of World War II and beginning of the peace constitute the set of 
cases I examine in Chapter 4. Roughly 11.5 million Germans were ex- 
pelled from these territories; as many as 2.5 million died in the process, 
many from hunger and disease.2° Gerhard Weinberg calls this “the larg- 
est single migration of people in a short period of which we know.” 
The Polish and Czech cases are interesting because they reverse the 
moral lenses through which we view ethnic cleansing. The destruction 
the Germans perpetrated in Czechoslovakia and especially in Poland 
meant that few outsiders sympathized with their plight. Moral catego- 
ries are also complicated by the brutal way in which both the Poles and 
Czechs expelled their respective German populations. In the Polish 
case, one can understand the brutality; after all, the Germans had killed 
some 6 million Polish citizens, half of them Polish Catholics, half Jews. 
The Nazis systematically drove the Poles into the ground, with the goal 
of turning the Polish nation into helots who would provide menial la- 
bor for the Reich’s industry and agriculture. The Czechs were treated 
much differently. Relatively few died during the war; Czech industry 
prospered, as did its workers; and direct attacks on Czech nationals 
were sporadic and rare. Yet the Czechs were as brutal as the Poles, if not 
more so, in taking revenge on the Germans. 

The Polish and Czech cases are also instructive in the sense that eth- 
nic cleansing was conceived and carried out by democratic regimes. Lo- 
cated in London, both the wartime Czechoslovak and Polish govern- 
ments-in-exile called for the expulsion of the Germans.3! There was 
little difference in either country between the policies of the liberal and 
conservative politicians in London and the communists in the under- 
ground or in Moscow. Almost everyone agreed the Germans had to go, 
whether they were fascists or antifascists, resistance fighters or not, men, 
women, or children. In Czechoslovakia, these policies were imple- 
mented by the government of Edvard Benes, otherwise well-respected 
as a democratic politician. The communists provided plenty of help. In 
Poland, where the government was controlled primarily by communists 
and the ethnic cleansing supervised by communist leaders, the major 
noncommunist politician, Stanislaw Mikolajezyk of the Agrarian Party, 
consistently called for the expulsion of all the Germans. Neither Benes 
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nor Mikolajezyk showed any concern for the violence and brutality 
these expulsions engendered. For them, like the communists, the issue 
was reconstructing their countries on an ethnically homogeneous basis. 

The final cases I examine are associated with the war in former Yugo- 
slavia. Initially, I intended to focus Chapter 5 on Serb attacks on Mus- 
lims in Bosnia-Herzegovina, which earned ethnic cleansing worldwide 
condemnation. Though in no way diminishing the Serbs’ responsibility 
for the depredations in Bosnia, I thought it was important to include 
Croat ethnic cleansing of Muslims and Serbs in Bosnia and Krajina, re- 
spectively, as well as the sporadic Muslim-initiated attacks. Alas, the his- 
tory of ethnic cleansing in former Yugoslavia did not conclude with 
Bosnia and the Dayton Treaty of November 1995, which ended the 
war. The Serbian ethnic cleansing of Kosovo in the winter and early 
spring of 1998-99 prompted NATO’s bombing of Serbia and the occu- 
pation of Kosovo. After NATO took control of Kosovo, the Kosovar Al- 
banians also engaged in ethnic cleansing of the Serbs, a process which 
continues into the new century. In the former multiethnic republics of 
Yugoslavia, political elites seem to be doing everything they can to com- 
plete, one way or another, “the unmixing of peoples.” 

In comparing these cases of ethnic cleansing, I hope to elucidate the 
causes and consequences of this devastating process and to underline 
the fact that ethnic cleansing has terrifying potential for genocide. For 
this reason it demands the attention of the world community and those 
institutions that have some hope of preventing its initiation or stopping 
its progress. The cases I examine make clear that this is no easy matter. 
Shared principles of state sovereignty make intervention by multina- 
tional institutions difficult. Furthermore, the national interests of great 
powers are rarely defined in humanitarian terms; nations believe that 
they have few incentives, and many disincentives, to become involved. 
No forceful actions were taken to prevent the Armenian genocide, the 
expulsion of the Greeks, or the Holocaust, events that were well known 
to the public and political leaders at the time. The deportation of the 
Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars was not known in the West, but 
that fact had little relevance to the outcome; no more action would have 
been taken against the Soviets than is now being taken against the Rus- 
sians who are pummeling Chechen civilians and leveling Chechen cities 
and towns. By August 1945 when the Potsdam Agreement called for 
the humane transfer of Germans from Poland and Czechoslovakia, the 
worst of the ethnic cleansing had already taken place. In this sense 
Potsdam resembled both Lausanne and Dayton, where international 
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treaties tended to confirm the worst cases of ethnic cleansing rather 
than prevent them. 

A comparative study of these cases of ethnic cleansing also sheds light 
on their political and social bases. Commentators on the Balkans too of- 
ten and too assuredly attribute ethnic cleansing to the cultural and his- 
torical peculiarities of the South Slav peoples, the Serbs in particular. In 
my view, the issue is not so much culture—Western or Eastern, Ortho- 
dox or Muslim—as it is historical contingency, the confluence of events, 
political leadership, and intercommunal hostility within the modern 
state. Neither the Turkish genocidal attacks on the Armenians nor the 
German elimination of the Jews were inevitable, They were based on 
concrete circumstances that emerged from the world wars, and they 
were ignited by the warped ambitions of modern politicians. This does 
not lessen in any way the responsibility of individual citizens for the 
atrocities perpetrated against minorities within their communities. Nor 
does it relieve international institutions of their responsibilities for not 
having intervened when they might have prevented or alleviated these 
dire consequences. 

Comparative reflection on the problems of ethnic cleansing also leads 
to the conclusion that each case must be understood in its full complex- 
ity, in its own immediate context, rather than merely as part of a long- 
term historical conflict between nations.33 Ethnic cleansing is not the 
product of the cultural peculiarities of Turks, Germans, Serbs, or other 
peoples. Unfortunately, its traces can be seen in every society, and its 
potentiality is part of us all. Only by looking at ethnic cleansing in this 
fashion can we understand how it happens elsewhere and how to pre- 
vent it happening again, there or here. 





EENE ONENE E 


The Armenians and Greeks of Anatolia 


The collapse of the Ottoman Empire at the onset of the twentieth cen- 
tury provided the backdrop for a hundred years of genocide and ethnic 
cleansing in southeastern Europe and Anatolia. One need not romanti- 
cize the Pax Ottomanica to understand that the Turkish empire’s pass- 
ing released forces of extreme nationalism and errant state-building 
whose aftershocks remain with us even today in Bosnia and Kosovo. 
Ottoman weakness, Western (including Russian) interventionism, and 
powerful national movements among the empire’s subject peoples cre- 
ated pressures at the faultline which led to the Balkan Wars of 1912- 
1913. The 1913 Carnegie Report’s description of the killing, atrocities, 
and ethnic cleansing in this region could well apply to the terrifying 
events of the recent wars of Yugoslav succession—only a few dates, 
names, places would have to change.! As a result of the Balkan Wars, 
massive population transfers and ethnic separatism first became part of 
modern European conflict and made their way into the vocabulary of 
peacemaking. Bulgarians, Serbs, and Greeks sought to create nation- 
states in new borders by expelling minority populations and fostering 
the exclusive interests of their own kin.? In the years before the slaugh- 
ter of World War I permanently altered the European landscape, de- 
mands for new state boundaries and ethnically homogeneous territories 
in southeastern Europe undermined the stability of the old European 
order. 

The assassination of Austrian Archduke Franz Ferdinand in June 
1914 by terrorists from the group Young Bosnia brought the great 
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powers directly into the Balkan conflict, internationalizing and milita- 
rizing it in ways unexpected by any of the combatants. In the turbulent 
aftermath of the Great War, not just the Ottoman Empire but like 
houses of cards, one after the other—Imperial Russia, the Habsburg 
monarchy, and the German empire—came tumbling down. The col- 
lapse of multinational empires and the emergence of nation-states 
founded on the principles of self-determination left ethnic and racial mi- 
norities vulnerable to the state-building ideologies of the dominant na- 
tionalities. The minority-protection treaties attached to the Versailles 
Settlement did little to alter the fundamental weakness of the Wilsonian 
notion of self-determination: the question whose right to self-determina- 
tion would dictate the policies of the new states? Political elites repre- 
senting the majority nations tried to answer that question by diminish- 
ing the rights and influence of the minorities. Given the powerful 
influence of racial theories on the nationalist ideologies of both domi- 
nant and subordinate peoples, ethnic conflict, if not war or civil war, 
seemed the inevitable consequence. 

The Swiss anthropologist and ethnographer George Montandon was 
one of the first to recognize the dangers inherent in the situation and to 
propose a solution. As early as 1915 he wrote that “natural” borders 
should be established according to ethnic criteria and that those nations 
which neither wished to nor could be absorbed into the majority popu- 
lation should be subjected to “massive resettlement” beyond the bor- 
ders of the new states, ostensibly to join their own national groups 
abroad.’ In Montandon’s scheme, the minority nations would lose all 
rights to own property or to live as citizens in the new nation-state. Af- 
ter the Balkan Wars and the nationality struggles of World War I, aca- 
demics and politicians of various stripes who looked at the problems of 
minority populations sometimes came to the same conclusion as 
Montandon: that population transfer was the only way to defuse antag- 
onistic minority issues. 


The Ottomans and the Armenians 


Historians of the Ottoman Empire tend to paint a rosy picture of the 
minority peoples within its borders.* By contrast, historians of the sub- 
ject peoples—Serbs or Bulgarians, Greeks or Armenians—tend to do 
the opposite, emphasizing the brutality of the Ottoman yoke and the 
inevitable victories of their respective national movements or, in the case 
of the Armenians, the inevitable tragedy that engulfed the nation.’ The 
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disagreement centers on different evaluations of the millet system, by 
which the major Ottoman religious groups enjoyed freedom of con- 
science and relative autonomy within their religious communities. 
Compared with what came before (the Byzantine Empire) or after 
(modern Turkey), unquestionably the minorities lived relatively well 
under the Ottomans, enjoying greater religious tolerance and commu- 
nal autonomy in the early modern period than minorities in contempo- 
raneous Western and Central European societies. It would be anachro- 
nistic to suggest that the Ottomans demonstrated racial and ethnic 
tolerance, because they did not think at all in those terms. Without ex- 
ception, Islamic faith and Ottoman loyalty were the essential require- 
ments for membership in the empire’s elites. But converts to Islam 
among Serbs, Albanians, and Greeks were prominent in the Ottoman 
government and army. During the rise of the Ottoman Empire between 
1453 and 1623, only five of the Grand Vezirs were of Turkish extrac- 
tion. Even among those groups that did not convert to Islam in large 
numbers—such as the substantial Sephardic Jewish community which 
had fled from Spain for the Ottoman lands, or the indigenous Armenian 
community of the ancient Gregorian Christian faith—opportunities to 
gain prominence, wealth, and status were not lacking in the Ottoman 
system. Indeed, the Armenians were known as the most loyal millet, 
millet i-sadika, because of their deference to official authority and their 
remarkable accomplishments under the Ottomans in trade, commerce, 
and artisanry.s 

This picture of the relative tolerance of Ottoman society needs to be 
balanced by the fact that Islamic ideology unambiguously proclaimed 
the inferiority of non-Muslim peoples.” Benjamin Braude and Bernard 
Lewis write that “persecution was rare and atypical” but that “discrimi- 
nation was permanent and indeed necessary, inherent in the system and 
maintained by both Holy Law and common practice.”® Ottoman law 
and custom relegated infidels (gaour) to second-class status in the em- 
pire. Christians did not enjoy equal standing with Muslims in the judi- 
cial system; the tax system openly discriminated against them; they were 
not allowed to serve in the higher ranks of the government or the mili- 
tary; and they were forced to pay a hefty tax for their exemptions from 
military service. But as long as Christians and Jews accepted these stric- 
tures, they were able to prosper and develop in their communities. Be- 
cause Islamic law discouraged Muslims from participating in commerce 
and banking, Armenians, Jews, and Greeks increasingly dominated the 
developing economic and industrial life of the country. In the nine- 
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teenth century, Greeks from the Peloponnese and islands migrated in 
large numbers to the coastal towns of Aegean Anatolia, where Greek 
communities had already achieved high standards of economic develop- 
ment and civic culture. The Sephardic Jewish community of Salonika, in 
Ottoman Macedonia, dominated the local economy and helped to cre- 
ate a vibrant commercial entrepot. The Armenians in Constantinople 
and in the coastal Mediterranean cities of Cilicia increasingly took on 
the visage of a modern European bourgeoisie, heavily involved in the 
medical, engineering, and law professions, in textile manufacturing, and 
in agriculture. 

Over the course of the nineteenth century, this delicate balance be- 
tween official inequality and relative tolerance was upset by the inability 
of the Ottoman state to keep pace as an economic and military power 
with its European rivals. Labeled at mid-century “the sick man of Eu- 
rope” by Nicholas I—whose own Russian Empire wasn’t exactly healthy 
at that point—the Ottoman Empire commenced a profound decline 
from which it never recovered. Many factors underlay the weakness of 
the Ottomans, not the least of which was the overwhelming sense of su- 
periority and permanence accorded them by their Islamic faith. The re- 
form movement (Tanzimat) of the 1860s came too late and offered too 
little, in large part because of a general lack of enthusiasm for its possi- 
bilities among the Ottoman elite. The Islamic ethos of imperial pride, 
aloofness from European problems, and imperviousness to domestic 
shortcomings made military pressures on the Ottomans from the Rus- 
sians above all, but also from the Serbs, the Greeks, and the Austrians, 
even more nettlesome.? The Ottomans would have to modernize the 
army; that much was clear from the increasing interest, as well, of the 
French, the British, and eventually the new German Empire in the po- 
tential imperial spoils of the Middle East. The “Eastern Question” fun- 
damentally centered on control of the Straits but also included a wide 
variety of issues confronting the Ottomans, from the fate of Egypt to 
the struggle for independence of the Balkan peoples. 

The heightened interest of the European powers in the future of the 
Ottoman Empire led increasingly to their interference in the affairs of 
the Ottoman government, the Sublime Porte. As early as the seven- 
teenth century, the Ottomans granted trade privileges to European 
countries and city-states through special concessions—the so-called Ca- 
pitulations. In the late eighteenth century, the Capitulations spread to 
include European rights to intercede on behalf of Christian minorities 
in the empire. Meanwhile, the Christian communities, predominantly 
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the Armenians and Greeks, sought to use European influence at the 
Porte to achieve minority rights, both formal and real, within the em- 
pire. They found allies among a small, Westernized segment of Otto- 
man elite liberals, who, as part of their struggle for a constitution, pro- 
moted the ideal of “Ottomanism”: equal citizenship in the empire for 
Muslims and non-Muslims alike. Great hopes were attached to the pro- 
mulgation of the constitution of Midhat Pasha in 1876, which sought 
to shift the balance of power in the Ottoman system from the theocratic 
sultan and his council of imams to the government and its secular minis- 
tries. But Ottoman Muslims in and out of government were little inter- 
ested in constitutional reform. In the midst of the government crisis 
provoked by the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-78, Abdul Hamid II was 
proclaimed sultan and the constitution was abrogated. The Ottoman 
Empire would be ruled by the despotic and traditionalist sultan for 
more than thirty years. 

Despite this return to traditional centers of authority in the empire, 
the Armenians took heart from potential allies at home and abroad and 
exerted even more resolute pressure on the government for reforms. In 
the Treaty of Berlin (1878), for the first time Armenian pleas for protec- 
tion against the periodic attacks of Kurds and Circassians were recog- 
nized by the great powers. Article 61 of the treaty read: “The Sublime 
Porte undertakes to carry out, without further delay, the improvement 
and reforms demanded by local requirements in the provinces inhabited 
by the Armenians and to guarantee their security . . . It will periodically 
make known the steps taken to this effect with the powers, who will su- 
perintend their application.”!° The Armenian Catholicus, patriarch of 
the Gregorian Church, went to Berlin to intercede for this measure. But 
groups of young, educated Armenians wanted more. After a decade of 
socialist agitation, often of the Russian narodnik variety, in 1890 they 
formed the Armenian Revolutionary Federation, Dashnaktsutian, in 
Tiflis (Tbilisi).1! From the Dashnaks’ perspective, equality under the 
law, the slogan of the Young Ottomans, would lead to the abrogation of 
the Armenians’ national aspirations and rights, which could be guaran- 
teed only by autonomy within the Armenians’ traditional lands. The 
Hnchak (Bell) party, founded in Geneva in 1887, was even more radical 
in its approach. Though Marxists, the Hunchaks advocated the use of 
terrorism to foster the independence of the six vilayets of eastern 
Anatolia, traditionally known as the homeland of Armenia.’ 

The Dashnaks and Hunchaks were tiny political formations, and the 
vast majority of Armenians knew little or nothing of the protections af- 
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forded by the Treaty of Berlin. Still, both conservative and liberal Otto- 
mans looked upon these Armenian initiatives with considerable suspi- 
cion. The empire’s “most loyal millet” had become in their eyes the 
most treacherous. To Sultan Abdul Hamid II (1876-1909), known as 
“the Red” for his blood-thirsty disposition, the Armenians represented 
everything that was wrong in the Ottoman realm. They supported re- 
form and constitutional change. They sought protection from the Eu- 
ropean powers and were closely aligned with the enemy Russians. Their 
business and professional elites were secular, Western, and wealthy; in 
Abdul Hamid’s view, the Armenians had gotten rich from the sweat of 
simple and devout Muslim laborers and the naive support of govern- 
ment procurement officials. “Trouble arose,” write Braude and Lewis, 
“when Jews or Christians were seen to be getting too much wealth or 
too much power and enjoying them visibly.” The wealthy Armenian 
elite, gathered in the Galata section of Constantinople, began to attract 
the attention of the Turkish public and resentful Ottoman officials. 
Most important, the Armenians had broken the informal social contract 
of the Ottoman realm by crossing the boundaries of the millet system, 
and as a result they had given up their rights to protection from the Is- 
lamic state. From the Sultan’s viewpoint, punishment was the only le- 
gitimate answer to the Armenians’ transgressions. 

In the summer of 1894 the Armenian highlanders in the Samsun re- 
gion refused to pay the double taxation imposed by the Ottoman gov- 
ernment and the local Kurdish chieftains. Hunchak agitators sought to 
turn the tax revolt into a national Armenian uprising. While armed re- 
sistance sporadically appeared, no serious rebellion took place. Never- 
theless, Abdul Hamid unleashed his irregular troops, the so-called 
Hamidians, on the Samsun Armenians, and a terrible slaughter en- 
sued.'5 The Armenians turned for protection to the European powers, 
insisting that the provisions of the Treaty of Berlin be guaranteed by 
granting limited autonomy to the six Armenian vilayets. The temerity of 
the Armenians was too much for the irate Sultan, who instigated a cam- 
paign of terror against the Armenian population. Violent massacres 
took place in Trabzon on the Pontic coast in October 1895 and quickly 
spread to the highlands. 

These bloody pogroms of 1894-1896 were far more deadly and de- 
structive than the pogroms against Jews in Imperial Russia. But they 
shared several important characteristics with their tsarist counterparts. 
First, these urban riots and ethnic clashes were fed by intercommunal 
tensions but also by class resentments, religious antagonisms, and eco- 
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nomic frustration. Equally important, the signals for the attacks in both 
cases came from their respective governments, and the police let the vi- 
olence continue until ordered by the government to end the mayhem. 
The perpetrators were sometimes arrested but then later let go or only 
lightly punished. In the end, some 200,000 Armenians were killed or 
wounded. 

Despite the terrible death toll of the Armenian massacres of 1894- 
1896 and the role of government in provoking them, they do not qual- 
ify as genocide, as the events of 1915 later would. The goal was severe 
punishment, not extermination. Nor do the events of 1894-96 share 
the general characteristics of ethnic cleansing; no attempt was made to 
remove the Armenians from their homes or to deport them. Richard 
Hovannisian notes that the massacres of 1894-1896 were intended to 
keep the Armenians “in their place,” whereas in 1915 the Young Turk 
triumvirate looked “to create a frame of reference that did not include 
the Armenians at all.”!° In his work on the German wars of colonial 
pacification in southwest and east Africa at the turn of the century, 
Trutz von Trotha distinguishes between a “limited war of pacification” 
and a “genocidal war of pacification.”!” The massacres of 1894-1896 
clearly belong to the former category. The violence could be compared 
to the actions of “punishment expeditions,” whose intention was to re- 
invigorate domination and ensure control, while punishing for ostensi- 
ble disloyalty. Unlike genocidal schemes, the victims who were able 
could escape and return; the violence reached a peak and then ebbed, 
leaving large portions of the victim community unscathed. 

Von Trotha makes the relevant point in the case of the Armenians 
that massacres often entail the dehumanization of victims rather than 
the other way around, as is usually propounded in theories of genocide. 
“The massacre is a form of collective dehumanization,” he writes.!8 
In other words, that the Armenians were “slaughtered like sheep” in 
1894-1896, as so often mentioned by observers, fostered the Ottoman 
indifference to their suffering and death in later massacres and, eventu- 
ally, in the ultimate dehumanization and mass murder of the Armenian 
genocide of 1915. 

Periodic massacres of Armenians continued until the outbreak of 
World War I in the region. The 1909 massacre in the province of Adana 
was by far the worst: 15,000-20,000 Armenians were slaughtered.!? A 
mutiny of Islamic fundamentalists in the capital—“The Seriat is in dan- 
ger, we want the Seriat!” was their battle cry—was supported by 
Hamidian officials in the provinces.” The situation in Adana was com- 
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plicated by thousands of hungry and homeless migrant workers, some 
of whom were Armenians but most of whom were Muslim Turks and 
Kurds. The Adana tragedy started with tales of Armenian “atrocities”; a 
young Armenian man had shot and killed two Turkish ne’er-do-wells 
who had reportedly sexually molested both him and his wife. When Ar- 
menians defended themselves with weapons, as in this case, rumors 
abounded among Muslims that the takeover of Adana by armed and 
vengeful Armenian bandits was at hand. The first killing of Armenians 
started in the Adana marketplace on April 14, and word quickly spread 
to the migrant communities outside of town, where the Armenians had 
fewer places to hide. With the police standing aside, the Armenians had 
no chance. Even worse, the units of the Turkish army that arrived to re- 
store order participated in the killing and plundering before the fury 
was spent.?! 


The Young Turk Movement 


The Ottoman attacks on the Armenians occurred within an empire that 
teetered on the edge of extinction. If it had simply collapsed under its 
own weight, as had the Habsburg monarchy or the Russian Empire 
(with a considerable nudge from the Bolsheviks), the Armenians might 
well have escaped the finality of genocide. Ironically, it was the Young 
Turks’ efforts to reform and reinvigorate the empire that tragically 
ended Armenian existence in Anatolia. The Young Turks at the fore- 
front of national revival came primarily from the ranks of progressive ju- 
nior officers in the army and medical corps in European Salonika and 
Monastyr; they were educated professionals dedicated to modernization 
and constitutional government. Their political base, the Committee of 
Union and Progress (Ittihad ve Terakki) was founded at Constantinople 
University’s medical school in 1900 as a secret society dedicated to 
democratic principles. Before coming to power, the party focused pri- 
marily on restoring the constitution and replacing the theocratic and re- 
actionary government of Abdul Hamid II. 

The Ittihadists sought and found allies among their Armenian coun- 
terparts, especially among the Dashnaks. The Armenian radicals sup- 
ported the Young Turks when they seized power in 1908 and came to 
their defense against counterrevolutionary movements ın 1909. The 
Young Turks even armed the Armenians so that they could participate 
in the struggle against the Islamic conservatives for a new Ottoman 
constitution. Both groups rejoiced when the counterrevolution was de- 
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feated and Abdul Hamid was deposed in April 1909 and replaced by his 
more pliable brother, Mehmed Reshad. But once the sultan was over- 
thrown and the constitution restored, the Ittihad leadership concen- 
trated on the problem of maintaining its power and mobilizing the re- 
sources of the state. At no time were the Young Turks interested in the 
autonomy, much less independence, of the Armenian vilayets. From 
their point of view, there was no “Armenian question” in the Otto- 
man Empire; “general reforms in Turkey” would settle all nationality 
issues,” 

Most importantly, the Young Turks were influenced by a new genera- 
tion of Turkish nationalists, who, like other modern nationalists across 
Europe at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth 
century, extolled the inherent virtues of their own folk, in this case the 
sturdy Turkish peasant. Ziya Gökalp, the movement’s leading ideologist 
and member of the party’s Central Committee from 1908 to 1918, de- 
nounced the precepts of Ottomanism—equal attention to the needs of 
all Ottoman citizens—and substituted a version of Pan-Turanism that 
called for the union of all Turks, from Anatolia through Central Asia, in 
an empire recalling Ghengis Khan and Tamerlane. “The lands of the en- 
emy shall be devastated,” declares one of his most famous poems at the 
beginning of World War I. “Turkey shall become Turan.”?? Gökalp’s vi- 
sion had little to do with Islam, for the nation had become his reli- 
gion.** Ismail Gasprinskii and Yusuf Akcura, Turkic intellectuals from 
the Crimea, supported Gökalp’s call for the development of a pan-Turk- 
ish movement, as did other so-called Outside Turks from the Russian 
Empire.” Before the Young Turks, few members of the Ottoman elite 
even thought of themselves as Turks. Now, Gökalp and his Ittihad com- 
rades increasingly talked about the great “Turkish race,” whose military 
prowess had conquered and ruled over vast territories in Asia and Eu- 
rope. 

Despite the critical influence of Turkish nationalism on their think- 
ing, the Young Turks’ ideology remained eclectic and fluid. It com- 
bined justifications for the maintenance of the traditional multinational 
empire ruled by an Islamic elite with a new dedication to Turkish na- 
tionalism.?°* It meshed Ottomanism with Pan-Islamism and Pan- 
Turanism.”” Each of the members of the ruling Young Turk triumvi- 
rate—Djemal (Cemal) Pasha, Enver Pasha, and Talat Pasha—expressed 
somewhat different perspectives on their ideas. Djemal Pasha wrote in 
his memoirs of his ongoing dedication to Ottomanism: “Speaking for 
myself, I am primarily an Ottoman, but I do not forget that I am a 
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Turk, and nothing can shake my belief that the Turkish race is the foun- 
dation stone of the Ottoman Empire.”2® Enver Pasha was more attuned 
to the needs of the Outside Turks and never lost his dedication to Pan- 
Turanism. Talat was much more pragmatic and interested in secular 
modernization. He best fits Caglar Keyder’s characterization of the 
Ittihadists as committed to turning the empire into “a ‘Japan of the 
Near East,” secular and with universal legal norms and citizenship.”? 
The final step in the growth of Turkish nationalism—which entailed the 
rejection of Pan-Turanism, Pan-Islamism, and Ottomanism, and the 
glorification of the Anatolian homeland and its Turkish inhabitants— 
came only with the ascension to power of Mustafa Kemal (Atatiirk) in 
1923. 

Turkish nationalism—when combined with concessions to the still 
powerful Islamic elites—could be used by the Ittihad to isolate enemies 
on both the left and right. The ongoing challenges to the Ottoman 
domination of the Balkans, most notably the Austro-Hungarian occu- 
pation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1908, the Albanian rebellion of 1911- 
12, and the Balkan Wars of 1912-13, only fed the nationalism of the 
Ittihadists and their followers. Faced with these challenges to the integ- 
rity of the Ottoman lands, the Young Turk triumvirate quickly buried 
the liberal Ottoman tenet of equal rights for all citizens of any national- 
ity and insisted on the domination of Turks in the Ottoman state and 
society. In the period between 1908 and the outbreak of World War I, 
this meant the mandatory teaching of Ottoman Turkish in all schools 
and the promotion of Ottoman Turkish values, including Islam and its 
institutions.*° Especially after the coup of 1913, which returned the 
ultranationalist wing of the Ittihad to power, the Young Turks’ nation- 
alism and Pan-Turanism led them to promote active ties with Turkic al- 
lies in the east for the ongoing struggle with the Russians and their 
Christian allies, including the Armenians.3! 

Like the Bolsheviks in Russia and the Nazis in Germany, the 
Ittihadists not only were interested in achieving power and articulating 
an ideology to mobilize society but also were eager to build and main- 
tain their control over the party and the state. As a result, they paid 
great attention to organizational questions, expanding the Ittihad’s 
branches throughout the empire and to all the major cities and towns in 
Anatolia proper, where they initially had been weakest. The triumvirate 
wielded power through a twelve-man Central Committee, which was 
responsible for the eventual decision to deport the Armenians.*? By the 
outbreak of World War I, the Ittihadists also controlled the most impor- 








The Armenians and Greeks of Anatolia = 27 


tant positions in the state. Enver Pasha was Minister of War and primar- 
ily responsible for government’s pro-German stance. He married an Ot- 
toman princess, linking the Ittihad to the ruling Ottoman dynasty. Talat 
Pasha, as Minister of Interior, controlled the gendarmerie and police 
operations throughout the empire. A clever and dangerous man, he, 
more than any other single Ottoman official, was responsible for the Ar- 
menian genocide. Djemal Pasha, Minister of the Marine, served as a 
trouble-shooter for the leadership; his contributions included ruthlessly 
suppressing the 1909 counterrevolution, serving as governor of Con- 
stantinople, and, after the war, dealing with problems in the south as 
governor of Syria. 


The Armenian Catastrophe 


The immediate background of the genocide can be traced to Turkish 
and Armenian reactions to the loss of Ottoman lands in the Balkan Wars 
of 1912-13. Virtually the entire Christian population of the Balkans 
had opposed Ottoman rule, and this fact aggravated the nationalist in- 
clinations of the Ittihadists and thoroughly discredited in their minds 
the ideas of multinational Ottomanism. The wars in the Balkans and the 
expulsion of hundreds of thousands of Muslims to the Ottoman Empire 
produced deep bitterness and anger among the Young Turks. The larg- 
est Christian peoples of Anatolia—the Greeks and the Armenians—were 
looked upon as potential traitors and deserters. The Anatolian Greeks 
were seen as supporting the anti-Muslim activities of the Greek govern- 
ment, while the Armenians were suspected of collusion with the Rus- 
sians.** By the beginning of 1914, Ittihadist leaders developed plans for 
cleansing western Anatolia of the strategically located Greek popula- 
tion. The Armenian population, located mostly on the eastern bound- 
ary near the Turks’ potential enemy, the Russian Empire, also attracted 
the Ittihadists’ attention. 

Using the Ministry of War as their base, the Ittihadists created the so- 
called Secret Organization (Teskilat-i Mahsusa) for the purpose of deal- 
ing with special security problems in the empire. Taking its orders from 
the party leadership but absorbed in the government structure, the Se- 
cret Organization was charged with carrying out the forced deportation 
of the Greeks from the Aegean littoral and Thrace on the eve of the 
First World War. With brutal efficiency, the Turks deported some 
150,000 Greeks from the coast to Greece and the islands and, at the 
very least, another 50,000 to the interior of Anatolia, a process which 
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continued into 1915 and 1916, and, by the end, took many thousands 
of Greek lives.* But the deportations of the Greeks on the eve of the 
war was merely prologue to the fate of the Armenians. With its head- 
quarters in Erzurum in eastern Anatolia, the Secret Organization, 
headed by Dr. Bahaeddin Sakir, was charged with building Turkish net- 
works in the Caucasus beyond the empire’s eastern borders even before 
the Ottomans’ official entry into World War I. Taking cadres primarily 
from the ranks of prison inmates and bandits amnestied for the purpose, 
Sakir formed hundreds of small armed bands, roughly 12,000 men alto- 
gether, which attacked Armenian villages in the Caucasus and secured 
Turkish strongholds on both sides of the eastern border.°5 

The Armenians were also active in this period. Backed by the Rus- 
sians, they looked to secure the minority rights guaranteed them by the 
Treaty of Berlin. As a result, the great powers forced “The Armenian 
Reform Agreement” of February 8, 1914, on the Ottoman govern- 
ment. Its articles compelled the Turks to accept the presence of interna- 
tional inspectors in Ottoman territory, whose job was to guarantee fair 
treatment for the Armenians.** The Ittihadists were furious about the 
arrangement. They considered the Armenian initiative an act of be- 
trayal, the presence of foreign inspectors a blight on their personal 
honor, and the successful pressure of the great powers just another ex- 
ample of the pernicious effects of the Capitulations on Ottoman sover- 
eignty. They were worried that great power protection of Armenian re- 
forms might well mean the creation of an autonomous Armenian region 
in the six vilayets, a sure step, they feared, to the dismemberment of 
their Anatolian lands.” One of the first acts of the Ittihadist govern- 
ment after joining the Central Powers in World War I in November 
1914 was to renounce the February 8 agreement. On September 5, 
1916, the Ottoman government also formally abrogated the Capitula- 
tions, bringing to an end any internationally sanctioned outside inter- 
ference in its internal affairs. 

The genocide was planned within this dangerous vortex of Ittihadist 
nationalism, resentment against the Armenians, and mobilization for 
war. No single order, or single meeting, or single action initiated the 
events. Much as in the case of the Holocaust, orders from the top are 
hard to find and substantiate; precise dates for the beginning of the 
genocide and unambiguous initiatives that prompted it are difficult to 
document. The initial successful Turkish campaign in the east against 
the Russians was accompanied by Secret Organization attacks on Arme- 
nians. But the victorious Russian counterattack in the winter of 1914- 
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15 drove the Turks out of Kars and Ardahan and punctured the Pan- 
Turkic dreams of the Ittihad leadership. Although Armenians had 
fought loyally in the Ottoman Army, the Ittihadists focused on the fact 
that Armenian volunteers also fought with the Russians and that many 
Armenians in Anatolia sympathized with their cause. Anatolia was the 
last bastion of Ottoman power; and in March 1915 the Ittihadists de- 
cided to deport the Armenians. As Talat later explained to an Ittihad 
party congress, “It was deemed necessary, in order to avoid the possibil- 
ity of our army being caught between two fires, to remove the Arme- 
nians [from] all scenes of the war and the neighborhood of the rail- 
ways.”® In the month before, Enver Pasha had ordered that Armenians 
be removed from their units, disarmed, and placed in labor battalions. 
In March the gendarmes and units of the Secret Organization received 
orders to disarm the Armenian population as a whole. Christopher 
Walker describes the situation succinctly: “The war provided a thick 
black velvet arras, behind which the Young Turks could act with im- 
punity.”4° 

The extreme cruelty and brutality of the Armenian disarmament was 
a harbinger of worse to come. Policemen went door to door, harassing 
the Armenians, arresting them if they did not turn over weapons, 
threatening them in order to get names of neighbors who concealed 
firearms. “The whip and the club are in constant use by the police,” 
wrote William S. Dodd, an American doctor in Konya, to the American 
Ambassador Henry Morgenthau, “and that upon women and children 
too.” The poor as well as the “cultivated and refined” are “driven 
around in this way like dogs by brutes. I have seen women black and 
blue from the beating they have received.”*! Sometimes, the men were 
led off to prison, where they were tortured. Some were beaten to death. 
Armenians frantically tried to buy weapons in order to have something 
to turn over to the authorities. The deportations and killings began in 
some places even before the Ittihad-dominated cabinet hurriedly passed 
the formal order to deport the Armenians on May 27. 

When the sizable Armenian population of the eastern Anatolian city 
of Van received orders in mid-April 1915 to turn over their weapons to 
the authorities, the community leaders had heard enough from the sur- 
rounding region to know that compliance almost guaranteed a massa- 
cre. They organized their own defenses, isolated the Turkish garrison, 
and hoped for a renewed Russian offensive that would save them from 
Ittihadist reprisals. The heroic uprising in Van quickly became known all 
over Europe and Anatolia. Citing Armenian perfidy, the Ottoman 
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officials arrested and deported 235 of the leading Armenian citizens of 
Constantinople on April 24, the day now used by the Armenians to 
commemorate the genocide. The number of deportees from the capital 
eventually reached ten times that many, most of whom later died in ex- 
ile.” The uprising in Van was subsequently crushed by artillery barrages 
from German-led Turkish units, but by that time the Ittihadist fury 
knew no limits. In May 1915 the general order to deport the Armenians 
from their homes to the deserts of Mesopotamia beyond the Euphrates 
was telegraphed or conveyed by word of mouth to government officials 
throughout eastern Anatolia. In the early and midsummer, similar or- 
ders were communicated to central and western Anatolian vilayets, as 
well as to Thrace. The Ottoman Empire had traditionally employed the 
mandatory transfer of both Christian and Muslim peoples, the practice 
of sürgün, to populate strategic areas of the country as well as to punish 
selected communities.** But this had occurred neither on the scale of 
the 1915 deportations nor with the genocidal results. 

The specifics of the deportations varied from region to region, city to 
city, village to village. However, the general pattern suggested a cen- 
trally directed plan. First came the campaign to disarm the population; 
then the arrests and imprisonment of the leading citizens of the com- 
munity—the church prelates, the leading businessmen, the doctors and 
merchants. Few escaped the violence; large numbers of men were 
beaten and tortured in the process of imprisonment. Every sort of cru- 
elty was inflicted on the hapless internees; one that is often mentioned 
by observers was the “shoeing” of the victims with horseshoes. Another 
was the bastinado, the relentless beating of the soles of the feet, a tor- 
ture commonly associated with the Spanish Inquisition.“ After weeks of 
torture and persecution, the desperate prisoners, hungry and exhausted, 
were bound together, sometimes in pairs, sometimes in fours and fives, 
and driven off into exile, guarded by gendarmes and Secret Organiza- 
tion bands. They seldom got very far before they were shot or hacked to 
death.** Sometimes it was the gendarmes who murdered them in a se- 
ries of mass executions. Kurdish tribes were also invited to do the deed 
in exchange for the victims’ clothes and remaining valuables. Units 
from the Secret Organization took over when the gendarmes did not 
have the stomach to finish the job. 

With most of the men under arrest, in prison, or already on a march 
to their deaths, the remaining Armenian women, children, and old folks 
lived, in the words of the Reverend Henry H. Riggs, a American mis- 
sionary in Kharput (Marmuret-ul-Aziz), in a “pitiable state of terror.” 
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The orders for their deportation came with little warning, and they 
were given from a few hours to four or five days to ready themselves, sell 
their worldly goods, gather up food and animals, and get on their way. 
Those who knew nothing about the fate of the deportees worked fever- 
ishly to sell what was necessary in order to outfit themselves properly for 
the trek. They were mercilessly exploited by the local Muslim popula- 
tions, but they had no choice except to sell everything they could for 
next to nothing. Toward the end, according to Dr. Dodd, buying “de- 
generated into robbing, right and left.”4” Wealthier families procured 
drivers and carriages and hired pack animals and drovers. But these hire- 
lings, having received their wages, often left the Armenians after a few 
days on the road. Many Armenian families already knew a lot about the 
deportations and suspected the worst. They had seen the plight of exiles 
from the north and east as they trudged through their towns and vil- 
lages. The Armenians did everything they could to save themselves and 
their children through bribery and escape, usually with little success. A 
few of the younger women and girls offered themselves as wives or con- 
cubines to local Muslims. But other girls, in order to avoid being forced 
into the harems, marked and charcoaled their faces, cut their hair, and 
covered themselves as Muslim women.“ As conditions worsened on the 
road, however, larger numbers of girls and women sought this avenue 
of escape. The Reverend Riggs wrote that “some of the girls who thus 
entered Turkish families were treated fairly kindly and seemed to adapt 
themselves to the unnatural life. But others suffered indescribably, and 
some lost their minds,”49 

For all the differences in the way the Armenians embarked on their 
forced marches across the Anatolian plateau to the deserts in the south, 
they endured very similar travails. Some Armenians were initially trans- 
ported by rail, crowded into boxcars and cattle cars along the Berlin- 
Baghdad railway and its feeder systems. Men and boys sometimes rode 
on the tops of the cars. A platform was often constructed half way up 
the freight cars to allow for twice as many riders. The crush of humanity 
was deadly to many. The cars were rarely opened until they got to the 
end of the line, where the hungry and thirsty survivors disembarked to a 
holding camp, before proceeding on foot for the rest of their journey. 
Each car, noted one observer, seemed like another “Black Hole of Cal- 
cutta,” full of diseased and starving people.® The rail transport was so 
awful that mothers routinely threw their children from the trains, in the 
hopes that they could “save them from further misery,” to use the 
words of Dr. Dodd.*! At Konya, the major transfer point between trans- 
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portation by rail and the treks to the south, tens of thousands of Arme- 
nians camped out in open fields in the most squalid circumstances. 
Dodd visited the encampment and described hellish scenes of death and 
dying among nearly 45,000 diseased, ill-clothed, and malnourished 
men, women, and children: “Around the encampment, I saw men and 
women lying in ditches half-filled with mud and water gasping out their 
last breath, some conscious and some unconscious.”® The Turkish 
guards surrounding the transit point wore sponges over their noses, to 
deal with the terrible stench that came from the sick and dying mass of 
humanity. 

Those who went by rail were the lucky ones. Most Armenians were 
driven across Anatolia like cattle, suffering heat and sunstroke during 
the day and fierce, cold winds at night. Sometimes, the routes they took 
were so indirect and roundabout that the purpose seemed to be noth- 
ing other than the death of the marchers.’? Isabel Harley described one 
pitiable group of Armenians marching through the outskirts of Kharput 
on their way to the south: “Tired, sick, hungry, beaten, dirty, vermin- 
infested, frightened, hunted, broken-hearted creatures they were 
pushed on the next day . . . not knowing where they were going nor 
when the end would come. It was the plan of the government to keep 
this up until the last had dropped.”s* The marchers were whipped and 
prodded like livestock along the way. They were given neither sufficient 
food nor water, even when it was readily available. One can only con- 
clude that the authorities made no provision for their survival and were 
not interested in that outcome. Stories of guards selling access to river 
water are so common that it is hard not to accept their veracity. No 
tents were provided for the exiles; their only shelter was the lean-tos 
they could construct themselves from pieces of rugs and aprons. They 
were not allowed to stay in way stations and were kept isolated from lo- 
cal Muslim populations who might have taken pity on them and pro- 
vided alms and relief. 

The death toll from hunger, exhaustion, and disease spiraled upward, 
and yet the guards would not allow any rest or time for recuperation. 
Stragglers too weak to go on were simply shot or left by the side of the 
road to die. Elisabeth Webb described a group of women staggering 
along the road outside of Adana: “All were in rags and filthy beyond de- 
scription. Their skin was burned and dried to the color of a mummy, 
very many were nearly blind as a result of the hunger, and most seemed 
dazed or mentally unfit.”5® Reduced to a state of “starving animals,” to 
use the words of the Reverend Riggs, “the Armenians could do nothing 
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else but eat grass, bugs, and weeds.” Women and children picked 
through the manure of their guards’ animals to find kernals of barley or 
grains of wheat.5 On the occasions when bread was distributed, the ex- 
iles fought like demons for every crumb. 

Leslie Davis, consul in Kharput, wrote to Morgenthau about the 
transit of groups of Armenians from Erzurum and Erzincan on June 1 I; 
1915: “A more pitiable sight cannot be imagined. They are almost 
without exception ragged, filthy, hungry, and sick. This is not surprising 
in view of the fact that they have been on the road for nearly two 
months with no change of clothing, no chance to wash, no shelter, and 
little to eat. I watched them one time when their food was brought. 
Wild animals could not be worse. They rushed upon the guards carry- 
ing the food and the guards beat them back with clubs hitting hard 
enough to kill sometimes. To watch them one could hardly believe that 
these people were human beings.”5” Observers repeatedly noted that 
the Armenians were reduced to an animal state as a result of the terrible 
hunger. They describe their “claw-like hands” and “gaunt eyes” as they 
fought “like ravenous dogs” for food.®® Ruth Parmalee wrote that the 
Armenians’ experiences seemed “to have caused their human feelings to 
deteriorate.” 

Just as Goebbels later liked to report on the subhuman state of the 
Jewish ghetto inhabitants—filthy, disease-ridden, hungry, and crowded 
upon each other like insects—as a way to justify their extermination, the 
dehumanization of the Armenian exiles served the triumvirate’s purpose 
of eliminating them from their Turkish Anatolian homeland. No 
amount of pleading from American, Swedish, or other neutral officials 
in Constantinople could convince the Ottoman government to allow 
relief agencies and missionaries to come to the aid of the deportees. 
The influential German ambassador in Constantinople, Hans von 
Wangenheim, forbade his country’s missionaries from interfering in the 
Turkish ally’s internal affairs. That the Young Turks prevented foreign 
missions from helping the “exiles” also leads one to the conclusion that 
the Armenians were slated to die. 

Even in their miserable state, the Armenian women were exploited, 
brutalized, and raped by their guards. They were left prey to Kurdish 
bandits, who abducted many of the heartiest. They were stripped of 
their clothes and humiliated in every conceivable way. Some went mad, 
roaming the desert stark naked, with parched, white tongues and bodies 
blistered by the sun. Others were butchered by their guards, their 
naked, mutilated bodies strewn along the road. The entire scene beg- 
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portation by rail and the treks to the south, tens of thousands of Arme- 
nians camped out in open fields in the most squalid circumstances. 
Dodd visited the encampment and described hellish scenes of death and 
dying among nearly 45,000 diseased, ill-clothed, and malnourished 
men, women, and children: “Around the encampment, I saw men and 
women lying in ditches half-filled with mud and water gasping out their 
last breath, some conscious and some unconscious.”®? The Turkish 
guards surrounding the transit point wore sponges over their noses, to 
deal with the terrible stench that came from the sick and dying mass of 
humanity. 

Those who went by rail were the lucky ones. Most Armenians were 
driven across Anatolia like cattle, suffering heat and sunstroke during 
the day and fierce, cold winds at night. Sometimes, the routes they took 
were so indirect and roundabout that the purpose seemed to be noth- 
ing other than the death of the marchers.** Isabel Harley described one 
pitiable group of Armenians marching through the outskirts of Kharput 
on their way to the south: “Tired, sick, hungry, beaten, dirty, vermin- 
infested, frightened, hunted, broken-hearted creatures they were 
pushed on the next day... . not knowing where they were going nor 
when the end would come. It was the plan of the government to keep 
this up until the last had dropped.”5* The marchers were whipped and 
prodded like livestock along the way. They were given neither sufficient 
food nor water, even when it was readily available. One can only con- 
clude that the authorities made no provision for their survival and were 
not interested in that outcome. Stories of guards selling access to river 
water are so common that it is hard not to accept their veracity. No 
tents were provided for the exiles; their only shelter was the lean-tos 
they could construct themselves from pieces of rugs and aprons. They 
were not allowed to stay in way stations and were kept isolated from lo- 
cal Muslim populations who might have taken pity on them and pro- 
vided alms and relief. 

The death toll from hunger, exhaustion, and disease spiraled upward, 
and yet the guards would not allow any rest or time for recuperation. 
Stragglers too weak to go on were simply shot or left by the side of the 
road to die. Elisabeth Webb described a group of women staggering 
along the road outside of Adana: “All were in rags and filthy beyond de- 
scription. Their skin was burned and dried to the color of a mummy, 
very many were nearly blind as a result of the hunger, and most seemed 
dazed or mentally unfit.”5® Reduced to a state of “starving animals,” to 
use the words of the Reverend Riggs, “the Armenians could do nothing 





The Armenians and Greeks of Anatolia = 33 


else but eat grass, bugs, and weeds.” Women and children picked 
through the manure of their guards’ animals to find kernals of barley or 
grains of wheat.5° On the occasions when bread was distributed, the ex- 
iles fought like demons for every crumb. 

Leslie Davis, consul in Kharput, wrote to Morgenthau about the 
transit of groups of Armenians from Erzurum and Erzincan on June 11, 
1915: “A more pitiable sight cannot be imagined. They are almost 
without exception ragged, filthy, hungry, and sick. This is not surprising 
in view of the fact that they have been on the road for nearly two 
months with no change of clothing, no chance to wash, no shelter, and 
little to eat. I watched them one time when their food was brought. 
Wild animals could not be worse. They rushed upon the guards carry- 
ing the food and the guards beat them back with clubs hitting hard 
enough to kill sometimes. To watch them one could hardly believe that 
these people were human beings.”*” Observers repeatedly noted that 
the Armenians were reduced to an animal state as a result of the terrible 
hunger. They describe their “claw-like hands” and “gaunt eyes” as they 
fought “like ravenous dogs” for food.5* Ruth Parmalee wrote that the 
Armenians’ experiences seemed “to have caused their human feelings to 
deteriorate.”5? 

Just as Goebbels later liked to report on the subhuman state of the 
Jewish ghetto inhabitants—filthy, disease-ridden, hungry, and crowded 
upon each other like insects—as a way to justify their extermination, the 
dehumanization of the Armenian exiles served the triumvirate’s purpose 
of eliminating them from their Turkish Anatolian homeland. No 
amount of pleading from American, Swedish, or other neutral officials 
in Constantinople could convince the Ottoman government to allow 
relief agencies and missionaries to come to the aid of the deportees. 
The influential German ambassador in Constantinople, Hans von 
Wangenheim, forbade his country’s missionaries from interfering in the 
Turkish ally’s internal affairs. That the Young Turks prevented foreign 
missions from helping the “exiles” also leads one to the conclusion that 
the Armenians were slated to die. 

Even in their miserable state, the Armenian women were exploited, 
brutalized, and raped by their guards. They were left prey to Kurdish 
bandits, who abducted many of the heartiest. They were stripped of 
their clothes and humiliated in every conceivable way. Some went mad, 
roaming the desert stark naked, with parched, white tongues and bodies 
blistered by the sun.° Others were butchered by their guards, their 
naked, mutilated bodies strewn along the road.s! The entire scene beg- 
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gared description, as so many eye-witnesses testified. But of all the 
heartrending suffering endured by the Armenians, perhaps none leaves 
a stronger impression than the awful choices faced by mothers and chil- 
dren. Some mothers were forced to leave dead and dying infants by the 
side of the road. Older children had to leave sick mothers behind in the 
desert. On the rare occasions when they met townspeople or missionar- 
ies, mothers desperately tried to give their children away in the hopes of 
saving them from their horrible fate. Sometimes, older girls—in order 
to save their mothers and siblings—tried to join the harems of Turkish 
and Kurdish men they encountered; sometimes they simply gave them- 
selves as concubines or slaves to save themselves. By the time the survi- 
vors reached the Euphrates, many mothers were so overcome by hunger 
and desperation that they tossed their children into the river to drown. 
Sometimes they jumped in themselves, bound to their children. In 
other cases, the guards tied their charges together and threw them in. 

Local observers estimated that 15 percent survived the marches. 
But many who managed to cross the Euphrates and make their way to 
the towns of Aleppo, Dir-al-Zur, and Ras-’ul Ain in the Syrian desert 
were so emaciated and weak that they died soon after their arrival. Ab- 
solutely no provisions had been made for the Armenians who straggled 
in from the desert. They were forced to camp on town streets, begging 
for morsels and congregating in unhealthy areas on the edges of town, 
sometimes in swamps or garbage dumps, designated by the authorities. 
Many succumbed to diseases like typhus and typhoid despite intermit- 
tent assistance from missionaries and charitable Muslims. Outbreaks of 
malaria occurred frequently among the exiles, and dysentery afflicted al- 
most all of them. Periodically, the refugees were given a new deporta- 
tion order and forced back on the road to a town further to the south. 
Some Armenians gradually found their way to Beirut, Jerusalem, Cairo, 
or Baghdad, where slowly they were able to get back on their feet. Oth- 
ers eventually made it abroad. 

Because the Armenians interpreted what had happened to them as 
another Ottoman “massacre,” many—the Armenian patriarchate esti- 
mated over 300,000—sought to return to Anatolia once the peak of the 
violence had subsided. To be safe, they did not return to eastern 
Anatolia, which in any case was the middle of a war zone. Instead, they 
congregated in the more accessible cities of Adana, Zeitun, or Aintab 
(Antep). Protestants and Catholics who had been deported also used 
the formal exemption order as a way to return to Anatolia. Those who 
had escaped into the mountains with Kurdish help gradually trickled 
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back to their towns of origin. But often they found Turks and Kurds liv- 
ing in their homes and were forced to find dwellings of their own. The 
unlucky ones were deported again, or attacked by locals; in some cases, 
they fled across the Russian lines. 


The Question of Genocide 


What we now call the Armenian genocide is difficult to write about in 
the same terms as we use to describe the Holocaust—the paradigmatic 
genocide of the twentieth century. The fierce and unremitting racial 
ideology of the Nazis, which impelled them to seek out and destroy 
every last European Jew they could get their hands on, is absent in the 
case of the Ittihad’s attack on the Armenian nation. The Armenian 
communities in Constantinople and Smyrna (Izmir) were left for the 
most part intact, due no doubt to the presence of influential foreign ob- 
servers in both cities. Thousands—perhaps as many as 20,000—Arme- 
nians converted to Islam in order to avoid the fate of their brethren. 
These were mostly young women and girls who were taken into Turkish 
and Kurdish harems and converted, sometimes voluntarily, more often 
than not by force. Sometimes, local Muslim community leaders urged 
irreplaceable Armenian shopkeepers and artisans to convert—druggists 
and stonemasons were often considered the most valuable—promising 
protection from the deportations as a consequence. Similarly, some pro- 
fessionals—particularly engineers and army doctors—were encouraged 
to convert in order to save their lives. Armenian orphans were some- 
times taken into Muslim homes and converted—a nearly unthinkable 
fate for Jewish children in the Nazi case. In addition, interventions by 
foreign ambassadors, including German and Austrian officials, put con- 
siderable pressure on the Turks to exempt Armenian Catholics and 
Protestants from the deportations. To be sure, the order for exemption 
came too late to stay the deportation of thousands in this category. 
Moreover, some Turkish officials simply ignored the order, and many 
Armenians who converted did not have the proper documentation to 
avoid the fate of their co-nationals. Still, the numerous exceptions from 
deportation for certain groups of Armenians lends this case a character 
different from that of the Nazi attack on the Jews. 

Armenians also fought back, won some encounters, escaped, and sur- 
vived attacks at rates that were impossible for Jews in Nazi-occupied 
Europe. Some Armenians were able to buy protection from local Turks 


or Dersim Kurds, who defended them against government persecution. 
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In the neighborhood of 250,000 to 300,000 Armenians found their 
way across Russian lines in the East to Armenian territory, though many 
eventually died there of starvation, disease, and exposure. Others suc- 
cumbed to the attacks by Mustafa Kemal’s armed forces in 1918. Ap- 
proximately 250,000 Armenians also survived the genocidal march 
across the desert. This does not include, of course, the large number of 
Armenians who escaped to Europe and America, an option also avail- 
able in limited measure to the Jews before the outbreak of the war. 

Yet some of the language of the Young Turks resembled that of Hitler 
and the Nazis. Hitler’s famous promise in the Reichstag speech of Janu- 
ary 30, 1939, to annihilate the Jews if they started a war has its parallels 
in Enver Pasha’s threat to the Armenian patriarch that the Young Turks 
“would be compelled to use extreme measures” if the Armenians sup- 
ported the Russians in the upcoming war.” Ambassador Morgenthau 
was struck by the fact that the Young Turks spoke about their determi- 
nation to destroy the Armenian people “as though it were a perfectly 
justifiable solution.”® In the end, the Nazi attack on the Jews was much 
more ferocious and complete. The Nazi ideology of extermination per- 
meated the German state and society in ways that were impossible in the 
Ottoman lands ruled by the Young Turks. But attitudes at the top 
about the targets of attack were strikingly similar. No one took pity on 
the helpless victims. 

But if the concept of genocide does not fit the Armenian case per- 
fectly, the concept of ethnic cleansing, as we know it from the wars in 
former Yugoslavia, does not fit it as well. To be sure, the Ittihadists 
wanted to remove the Armenians from vast stretches of the Ottoman 
realm, in particular from regions in eastern Anatolia bordering on and 
threatened by the Russian Empire. This was the formal justification for 
the deportations at the time and the official argument proffered by the 
Turkish government in retrospect. But if the primary goal of the Ittihad 
was to drive the Armenians out of eastern Anatolia—which, as we shall 
soon see, was the goal of the Kemalist regime with the Greeks eight 
years later on the Aegean and Pontic coasts—why persecute, torment, 
torture, and kill so many hundreds of thousands in such deliberate fash- 
ion? Why deport the Armenians from areas that were not at all sensitive 
to the military situation of the Turks just as ferociously as they were de- 
ported from those that were? 

Horrified contemporary observers of the events of 1915—foreign 
diplomats, local missionaries, and Armenian survivors—called the geno- 
cide a massacre. Although this made the killing understandable in the 
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context of events going back to the massacres of 1894-1896 and be- 
yond, there was a sense among contemporary observers that this term 
did not suffice. They all knew they were witnessing something 
terrifyingly distinct from the earlier events, and they used language such 
as “a massacre like none other,” “a massacre that changes the meaning 
ofthe word massacre,” “a massacre to end all massacres” in an effort to 
try to capture that difference. The Reverend Henry Riggs observed that 
it was not just the extent of the killings that made the “massacre” of 
1915 different. This time, he wrote, there was no outbreak of “Muslim 
fanaticism . . . It was altogether too cold, too calculating and too 
efficient.”® Dr. William S. Dodd wrote in similar fashion to Ambassa- 
dor Morgenthau: “Is there no way of stopping this awful slaughter. The 
purpose is simply that, the utter destruction of the Armenians. Turks 
themselves tell us so. It is a massacre, but concealed, and in a more dev- 
ilish form, more cold-blooded and calculating.””° Dodd and Riggs were 
right. The Armenian “massacre” of 1915 was a form of first-degree 
murder, the result of directives of a ruling party, the Ittihad, and it was 
carried out as a consequence of the actions of the Ottoman govern- 
ment. The evidence for intentionality, critical in any test of genocide us- 
ing the 1948 U.N. definition, is, however, not as strong and unchal- 
lengeable as the historian would like. The available archival evidence 
from the period of the killing itself is sparse; the historiography is rela- 
tively undeveloped and contentious, certainly when compared with that 
of the Nazi case;7! and Turkish and Armenian scholars are still far apart 
in their evaluation of essential facts and events.”? That Armenian na- 
tional organizations on the one hand and the Turkish government on 
the other have become deeply involved in historiographical issues has 
not helped to settle disputed issues.” At the same time, enough evi- 
dence, direct and indirect, exists of Ittihad responsibility for organizing 
the killing, including the Ottoman records of the judicial investigation 
of Ittihadist leaders in 1918, that “genocide” seems the appropriate ap- 
pellation.”* Despite the absence of memoirs and diaries of Ottoman 
leaders—the kind that make the Nazi case for genocide that much easier 
to argue—an overwhelming amount of collateral evidence, including 
memoirs and diaries of American and German missionaries in the re- 
gion, not to mention accounts of Armenian survivors, refers to state- 
ments of local Turkish governors that the orders for the deportations 
came from above.75 There are also numerous references to the fact that 
Ittihad representatives came to provincial towns and cities of Anatolia to 
ensure that the orders of the center were followed.” 
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Ambassador Morgenthau was absolutely consistent in his analysis of 
Turkish intentions. In his diary, he noted that Talat told him that all of 
the ambassador’s pleas on their behalf could not help the Armenians. 
“They had already disposed of three quarters of them,” Talat suppos- 
edly informed him, “and the hatred is so intense that they have to finish 
it.”77 “It is the saddest thing I have ever read about or heard of,” 
Morgenthau wrote to Rabbi Stephen Wise in New York, “instead of 
contenting themselves with punishing them [the Armenian rebels], they 
[the Young Turks] think they must annihilate the entire race.””® The 
much-quoted conclusion of his published memoirs still strikes at the 
core of the issue: “When the Turkish authorities gave the orders for 
these deportations, they were merely giving the death warrant to a 
whole race; they understood this well, and, in their conversations with 
me, they made no particular attempt to conceal the fact.””? 


Aftershocks 


As a historical event, the Armenian genocide did not have a discrete 
ending. Many scholars suggest, in fact, that there can be no conclusion 
until the Turkish government accepts responsibility for the genocide 
and releases all the documents relevant to its origins and course. This 
important issue aside, it is also the case that the Armenian genocide sub- 
sided in waves rather than at once. Even after the defeat of the Central 
Powers in 1918 and the flight (or arrest) of the leading Ittihadists in the 
same year, Armenians were not safe from attack and killing. When 
French troops took over the occupation of Cilicia from the British in 
November 1919 as part of the 1916 Sykes-Picot Secret agreement on 
zones of influence in Anatolia, they brought with them, along with co- 
lonial troops from Algeria and Senegal, a substantial Armenian legion. 
Armenians had already returned in large numbers from Syria to the 
towns and cities of Cilicia, and the Armenian troops saw to the restora- 
tion of Armenian properties and businesses. According to most reports, 
the Armenians treated the Turks none too gently, exacting revenge 
when they could. The main problem, however, was the fact that the 
French were not anxious to expend the resources necessary to establish 
firm control over the area. Mustafa Kemal and the nationalist move- 
ment used the occupation and the restoration of the Armenian presence 


in the region as a call for resistance and war. With increasing frequency 
and success, his troops engaged the French legions. When not directly 
protected by French (and Armenian) troops, the Armenians were once 
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again attacked by the Turks. The widespread massacre that was pre- 
dicted when the French inevitably lost interest and withdrew in April 
1921 did not occur. But many hundreds of Armenian soldiers were 
killed in the fighting that accompanied the French incursion and with- 
drawal, and thousands of civilians were massacred in Marash and Mersin 
during the episode.*! 

Much more dangerous for the survival of the Armenian nation was 
the fate of the 300,000 or so refugees who had fled beyond the eastern 
borders of Anatolia to Kars and Ardahan and the Caucasus beyond. Af- 
ter the fall of the Russian Empire in 1917, the Caucasus experienced a 
series of upheavals and wars that took a terrible toll on the Armenians 
native to the region, but especially on the refugees, many of whom still 
lived in transient circumstances. To make matters worse, the entire re- 
gion experienced a breakdown of transportation and a shortage of food. 
The establishment of the short-lived independent states of Armenia and 
Georgia in the spring of 1918 only exacerbated the region’s poverty. 
Armenian forces invaded eastern Anatolia, occupying for a short time 
Van, Erzurum, and Trabzon. In eastern Anatolia, as in Cilicia, the Ar- 
menians showed no mercy to the Turks. Turkish nationalist sources 
claim that Armenians massacred countless Muslims during their occu- 
pation of eastern Anatolia, and unquestionably many of the accounts 
are accurate.” In any case, the nationalist forces of Mustafa Kemal soon 
turned the tables on the rag-tag army of independent Armenia and in 
September 1920 invaded Kars and Ardahan, burning Armenian towns 
and villages on the way and killing as many as 60,000 Armenians, most 
of them refugees. The Turkish army was stopped short of the Armenian 
capital of Erevan by the victories of the Red Army in the region and the 
incorporation of Armenia into the Soviet Union. This averted, in 
Vahakn Dadrian’s words, “the Armenian nation’s all-but-certain ex- 
tinction.”®? 

Hunger and disease also stalked the Armenian refugees, especially 
those living along the border in the former Russian districts of Kars and 
Ardahan. Armenians suffered life-threatening hunger in Erevan and 
Tiflis (Tbilisi). American relief missions tried to help, but they could not 
get nearly enough food to the refugees under the conditions of the day. 
The Americans who made their way into the area were shocked by the 
extent of the tragedy. “The condition of all these people is horrible be- 
yond belief,” writes Abraham Tulin.** “I found the most distressing sit- 
uation all through this country,” reports Howard Heinz, “and what I 
saw there in the way of starvation and misery actually beggars descrip- 
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tion.”85 The Americans were stunned that widespread reports of canni- 
balism among the Armenians were confirmed by many sources. Heinz 
wrote: “Regarding the reports of cannibalism which have come out of 
this district [Igdir] from time to time I have been forced against my will 
to believe these reports to be true. I saw with my own eyes mutilated re- 
mains of corpses which had been exhumed from newly made graves and 
was informed by the Director of one of the Armenian orphanages that 
he had met a woman carrying a human arm and when asked what she 
was going to do with it, she replied, ‘I have no other food.’”®6 This was 
hardly surprising given that there was no bread and “not a dog cat horse 
camel or any living thing in all Igdir Region.”*” The principle food was 
boiled grass roots, and the death toll was staggering; perhaps a quarter 
of a million Armenians died in 1918 and 1919 alone. 

On August 20, 1920, the Treaty of Sevres which the Allies imposed 
on the new Ottoman government called for the creation of an inde- 
pendent Armenia centered on the six vilayets of eastern Anatolia. De- 
spite the decimation of the Armenian population in this region, 
Woodrow Wilson and Lord Curzon gave hope to the Armenians that 
they would at the very least be given a small independent state, whose 
borders would include the province of Erzurum and the Black Sea port 
of Trabzon.® But in 1923 the Treaty of Lausanne, which revised Sevres, 
failed to deal with the territorial aspirations of the Armenians, and the 
promise of an independent territory in Anatolia faded altogether. Nei- 
ther Armenia nor the Armenians were even mentioned in the treaty.” 
With their numbers decimated by the genocide, disease, and starvation 
and their hopes for a piece of Anatolian territory dashed by the Allies, 
the Armenians understood that they would have to seek their future 
outside of Turkey. 

Establishing firm figures for the number of Armenian deaths during 
the genocide is very difficult. Attacks on Armenians between 1915 and 
the conclusion of the Greco-Turkish war of 1921-22 were ongoing, 
and disease and starvation took a terrible toll in the same period. The is- 
sue is further complicated by the fact that no one knows how many Ar- 
menians lived in the Ottoman Empire on the eve of the genocide. The 
Armenian patriarchate’s estimate was 2.1 million, while the Ottoman 
census counted only 1.3 million. Arnold Toynbee put the figure at ap- 
proximately 1.6 million, 600,000 of whom escaped deportation and 
600,000 of whom eventually died in the genocide.?! The German critic 
of the deportations, Dr. Johannes Lepsius, estimated that as many as 
1.4 million Armenians were deported, most between June 14 and 
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August 19 of 1915.” Recently, a number of Turkish historians have 
placed the likely number at 800,000, which makes sense if one accepts 
the number of 1.3 million Armenians living in the empire prior to the 
genocide.?? 


Reflections 


The precise death toll in the Armenian genocide is less important than 
the fact that the Ittihadists achieved their nefarious goal of eliminating 
the Armenians as a serious factor in Anatolian politics and society. The 
Ottoman Empire was ethnically cleansed of the Armenians; the demo- 
graphic and cultural links between the Armenian people and their Ana- 
tolian homeland were permanently severed. The great powers saw no 
hope for reversing the process. Like other cases of ethnic cleansing and 
genocide, the Turks sought to destroy even the historical memory of 
the Armenian people’s Anatolian past. Armenian monuments and 
churches were dynamited, graveyards were plowed under and turned 
into fields of corn and wheat, and the Armenian quarters of cities were 
torn down and used for firewood and scrap, or occupied and renamed. 
The Armenian-American author Peter Balakian writes with some pain 
that Turkish history texts and guidebooks, as well as tourist information 
brochures and magazines, seldom mention that Armenia or Armenians 
ever existed in Turkey. Armenia almost never appears on Turkish histor- 
ical maps.” In short, the Turks not only deny the genocide but obfus- 
cate the important role that Armenians and Armenia played in the Ana- 
tolian and Ottoman past, a double white-wash of memory that violates 
the integrity of both Ottoman and Armenian history. 

The Armenian genocide contains many elements of premodern reli- 
gious persecution, pogroms, and massacres. Islamic Turks and Kurds 
attacked Christian Armenians because, in their view, the Armenians rep- 
resented an inferior religious community which had been arrogant 
and disloyal. They had ostentatiously accumulated wealth and made 
unjustified appeals to foreign powers. The Turks did not make rigid dis- 
tinctions between Armenians as a “race” (a biological nation) and Ar- 
menians as a religious group. These categories overlapped and mixed, 
were sometimes separated, but sometimes not. In this sense, the 
Ittihadists were very different from the Nazis. Race and nationality were 
porous categories in the Turkish mind; one could—by converting to Is- 
lam—even change one’s nationality. Protestant and Catholic Armenians 
could be formally exempted from deportation, even if in practice local 
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authorities made no distinction among the various Christian sects. 
Thousands of Armenian children were raised as Muslims and Turks, 
while women and girls were routinely converted, taken into harems, 
and married to Turkish, Kurdish, and Circassian husbands. In the pe- 
riod 1918-1922, some of these women and children, encouraged by 
the Western powers and anti-Ittihadist Ottoman officials, reconnected 
with their Armenian families and communities. But women seventeen 
and over or those married to Muslims could choose to stay with their 
new families, and many did. Under the French occupation, many Arme- 
nian children were turned over by Turkish families to the Armenian 
community, but, wrote one American officer, “many of them want to 
go back.”95 

On the eve of its demise, the Ottoman Empire’s development was 
highly uneven. Though falling far short of being a modern state, the 
empire and its ruling elite, the Ittihadists, espoused an ideology of what 
James Scott has called “high modernism,” borrowing heavily from Ger- 
man militarist notions and indulging in dreams of a technocratically de- 
veloped Turkish Anatolia. Building railroads and highways was part of 
this dream, as was equipping and training a modern army and navy. 
They believed in modernizing the state apparatus and improving its 
ability to deliver educational and health services to the people. The 
modern Turkey of Mustafa Kemal emerged directly from seeds planted 
by modern Ittihadist professionals: doctors, military leaders, technical 
specialists, and engineers. Those who directed the attack on the Arme- 
nians were a far cry from reactionary Muslim fundamentalists; they 
considered themselves to be architects of a new, modern, Turkified 
Ottoman nation, one with no room for people—like the Armenians— 


who represented pluralism, heterogeneity, disharmony, and therefore 
treachery. 


The Greeks 


The situation of the Greeks in the Ottoman Empire was similar to and 
in some ways different from that of the Armenians. Both peoples had 
inhabited parts of Anatolia long before the Turks arrived in the eleventh 
century. Both belonged to eastern Christian religions. The population 
size of the two groups outside of Constantinople was roughly the same, 
1.2 to 1.5 million. (In the Ottoman censuses, Greeks were more nu- 
merous because of large populations in Thrace before the Balkan Wars 
and in Constantinople.) Greek commercial centers on the Aegean and 
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Pontic coasts rivaled Armenian ports in Cilicia for their vibrancy and 
contribution to the Ottoman economy. The Greek Orthodox millet was 
organized much as the Armenian millet was; its ties to the region’s rich 
Byzantine past gave the Greeks a sense of permanence and continuity 
similar to what the Armenians felt about their traditional homeland in 
eastern Anatolia. 

But the major difference between the Anatolian Greeks and the Ar- 
menians was the existence of an independent Greek state in the 
Peloponnese, which, for all its weaknesses, enjoyed the support and aid 
of the European powers. The Armenians were something of an after- 
thought for the Europeans. Even Imperial Russia, the Ottomans’ sworn 
enemy, only very late in its history showed much interest in the Armeni- 
ans’ fate. Consequently, the Ittihadists had to be much more careful in 
their dealings with the Greeks than with the Armenians, for fear of pro- 
voking foreign intervention. But their attitudes toward the two peoples 
were essentially similar. A new Turkified Ottoman state that sought ties 
with Turkish and Islamic states to the east had no room for a large, 
alien, potentially traitorous Christian population, whether Armenian or 
Greek. On the eve of the First World War, it was the Armenians’ sympa- 
thies for and ties with the Russians that endangered their people. In the 
case of the Greeks, their concentration on the Aegean littoral, with its 
links to expansionist and pro-British Greece, intensified the Ittihadists’ 
determination to deal with the Greek problem. Following upon what 
Joseph Schechtman calls “the first interstate treaty on the [voluntary] 
exchange of populations in modern history” between the Ottoman Em- 
pire and Bulgaria in November 1913, the Young Turks initiated negoti- 
ations with the Greek government to exchange “voluntarily” Greeks 
from the Aegean coast for Turks under Greek rule.” But the outbreak 
of World War I prevented the implementation of the agreement. 

Instead, the Young Turk leadership simply deported hundreds of 
thousands of Greeks from their homes on the Aegean littoral and in 
Thrace to the Anatolian plateau, the islands, and Cilicia. There, they 
were put to work as agricultural laborers and field hands, initially to re- 
place the Turkish peasants inducted into the army and then, after 1915, 
to fill the severe labor shortage exacerbated by the deportation of the 
Armenians. Like the Armenians, the Greeks were also inducted into 
army labor battalions, where they did the back-breaking work of carry- 
ing and transporting war materials when other means of transport, in- 
cluding pack animals, were not available. Not all Greeks were deported, 
and those who were, unlike the Armenians, were not marked for elimi- 
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nation. But the Greek population nevertheless suffered terribly from 
the forced deportation, resettlement, and harsh conditions of life and 
labor. Many thousands died in the process. In an interview with the 
journalist Dr. E. J. Dillon, Talat admitted that “the cleansure” of “the 
Hellenes from the coast opposite the islands” was deliberately under- 
taken for the purposes of destroying the Greeks? ability to effect the 
outcome of a future conflict.” 


The Greek Occupation 


In 1918 the brief incursions of units from the new Armenian state in 
eastern Anatolia paralleled the decision of the Greek government of 
Eleutherios Venizelos to establish a zone of occupation in the crum- 
bling Ottoman Empire. In the Greek case, however, the army was 
strong and unified and backed by the victorious British armed forces. 
Moreover, Venizelos was considered “the country’s greatest political 
figure in modern times” and had the ability to force the reluctant King 
Constantine I to support his expansionist aims.°8 At the end of Decem- 
ber 1918, the Greek destroyer Lion disembarked a detachment of 
Greek marines in Smyrna.” By May 1919 the Greeks had established a 
formal occupation over the Aegean littoral of Anatolia and its hinter- 
lands. By all accounts, the Greek occupation administration was harsh 
and difficult for the Turks, arousing the animosity of the local Turkish 
population and provoking the nationalist movement in central Anatolia 
to gather strength. Admiral Mark Bristol, the American High Com- 
missioner in Constantinople, wrote to the American Consul in Smyrna: 
“The Greeks have been better able to stand the Turkish rule than the 
Turks have been able to stand the Greek rule. From time to time the 
Turks commit the most horrible crimes against the Greeks, but during 
most of the time they were pretty easy to get along with. The Hellene is 
persistent in his oppressions of a petty nature which, in the end, are 
more effective than the brutal methods of the Turk. The Hellene causes 
voluntary deportations; whereas the Turk does it violently, forcefully 
and with massacres.”101 

If matters had rested there, the eventual expulsion ofthe Greeks from 
Anatolia might not have been so violent. But Venizelos, the Greek King 
Constantine, and the Greek army leadership let the relatively easy occu- 
pation of Smyrna and its environs go to their heads. They viewed the 
collapse of the Ottoman Empire as an opportunity to pursue the 
“Megali Idea,” the creation of a Greater Greece by the union of Hel- 
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lenic with Anatolian Greek lands and the return to Greece of the 
Byzantine capital of Constantinople. In pursuit of these goals, in early 
July 1921 the Greek expeditionary force struck eastward and northward 
from their haven on the Aegean coast, seeking to drive the new nation- 
alist Turkish government under Mustafa Kemal from its new capital of 
Angora (Ankara). Facing mostly irregular Turkish troops, the Greeks 
advanced quickly, reaching the Sakarya River, only 40 miles from An- 
gora, by August. There the Greek attack stalled; both sides dug in; and 
the Greeks proceeded to secure their newly won territories by burning 
out Turkish villages and visiting upon the Turks some of the ghastly tor- 
tures the Anatolian Greeks had endured during their deportation before 
the First World War. 

Many Greeks in the region had been confined in refugee camps on 
the island of Mytilene (Lesbos). Others had endured terrible conditions 
in labor battalions in Anatolia. The linkages between episodes of ethnic 
cleansing are particularly salient in this case, since many of the attacks 
endured. by the Greeks in the region on the eve of World War I were 
carried out by Turks who had been driven from their homes in the Bal- 
kans during the wars of 1912-1913. In a report to the British parliament 
by a commission investigating Greek occupation policies in the Ismit 
Peninsula, the center of the terrible earthquake of August 1999, the 
verdict on Greek behavior during the offensive of 1921 was damning in 
the extreme. The commissioners wrote of “the burning and looting of 
Turkish villages” and the explosion of violence of Greeks and Arme- 
nians against the Turks. At the same time, the commissioners noted that 
the depredations seemed to take place by design: “There is a systematic 
plan of destruction and extinction of the Moslem population. This plan 
is being carried out by Greek and Armenian hands, which appear to op- 
erate under Greek instruction and sometimes even with the assistance of 
detachments of regular troops.” 

Arnold Toynbee, who reported extensively on his travels through 
Greek-occupied Anatolia, was so shocked and dismayed by the atroci- 
ties committed by the Greeks against the Turks that he undertook virtu- 
ally a one-man campaign to bring them to the attention of the world. 
His observations of the attack in the summer of 1921 are some of the 
most trenchant in the literature on the violence of ethnic cleansing. 
With one side armed and the other not, with one side holding all the 
power over life and death and the other possessing only the terror of 
complete uncertainty, a vicious and deadly game of cat and mouse was 
played out, according to Toynbee, in which the victimizer seemed to 
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enjoy the agonies of his prey, delaying the final kill until the full measure 
of terror had been extracted from the helpless victim. “My strongest 
impression during this horrible experience,” he wrote, “was of some- 
thing inhuman in the blood instincts of the hunter and in the terror of 
the hunted.”193 


The Turkish Counterattack 


The Greek advance into Anatolia fed the fires of the nationalist move- 
ment, which had been gaining momentum since Mustafa Kemal’s his- 
toric landing at Samsun in May 1919. After setting up the headquarters 
of the Third Army in Erzurum, Kemal established the so-called Na- 
tional Pact, which served as the basis for the new nationalist movement 
in Turkey. In Sivas in September 1919, the Kemalists held their first 
congress, where they outlined their program of Turkism, centralism, 
and independence. Kemal was a wily politician as well as an able military 
leader. For the moment he concealed his goals of overthrowing the sul- 
tanate and undermining the theocratic principles of the state. As a re- 
sult, he remained formally subordinate to the Ottoman government 
and army in Constantinople. But the domination of the capital by for- 
eign powers, the invasion of Cilicia by French and Armenian units, and 
now the widespread reports of Greek atrocities against Turks in the 
West provided Kemal with all the ammunition he needed to lead a na- 
tional resurgence. 

In August and September 1921, Kemal initiated a carefully designed 
counterattack on the Sakarya against the Greek army, which turned the 
tide of battle and precipitated the full-scale flight of the Greeks back to 
the Aegean. By all accounts, the Greek retreat was even more devastat- 
ing for the local population than the occupation. The Greek high com- 
mand was replaced in the middle of the retreat, causing panic and rebel- 
lion among the troops. Both Turkish and Greek villages were set on fire, 
and atrocities were committed against the remaining Turkish popula- 
tion.!% Greek refugees fled by the hundreds of thousands for the coast 
and Smyrna, terrified of Turkish retribution and homeless as a result of 
Greek incendiarism. An American intelligence officer interviewed some 
of the thousands of Anatolian Greek refugees camped out at the railway 
station in Smyrna. “They all had the same story to tell and were even 
eloquently profane on the subject of the Hellen[ic] Greeks. Each group 
stated that they were ordered out of their homes by the Metropolitan 
of the village or by the Greek military commander. That as soon as 
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they were clear of the villages, it was burned . . . They couldn’t go 
back to the Turks after having thrown them over for their Hellen[ic] 
cousins.” 1% 

The Greek refugees understood their problem perfectly, the Turks 
would and did use the opportunity of their advance to the Aegean to rid 
western Anatolia of the native Greek inhabitants. The Hellenic Greek 
armies had performed much of the work for them in burning and de- 
stroying Greek homes and property. At the same time, Mustafa Kemal’s 
National Pact went one step further than the Ittihad in declaring 
Anatolia the homeland of the Turkish people, most emphatically not of 
the Greeks or Armenians. The Turkish counterattack, then, had all the 
characteristics of ethnic cleansing. The remaining Greeks were driven 
out or killed. There was a good deal of pillaging and rape, as the ar- 
mies—and the accompanying Turkish bands of paramilitary chettes— 
cleaned out the towns and cities of western Anatolia. Some Greek pris- 
oners of war survived the assault, were captured by regular army troops, 
and were sent to camps in the interior. The rest of the Greek population 
either fled in terror or were killed by chettes. 

The scene after the Turkish takeover was bleak. Lieutenant Perry of 
the U.S.S. Edsall visited the interior and reported back to his superiors: 
“All cities except Menem practically destroyed by burning. There are 
many stories of robbing, looting, rapine and pillaging by the retreating 
Greek army . . . Country absolutely desolate and all shelter and food has 
been destroyed . . . Mosques were particularly objects of destruction. 
Harvested crops were destroyed by fire . . . The fields are filled with 
thousands of people searching for food.”!%° 


The Smyrna Catastrophe 


Greek army units and civilians fled in terror before the Turkish assault. 
The roads into Smyrna—the great seaport on the Aegean—were 
crowded with retreating soldiers (often without officers in sight), artil- 
lery pieces, camels, women and children, old folks, and two-wheeled 
carts overloaded with household goods. Between the time the last units 
of the Greek Army departed Smyrna on September 3, 1922, and the 
first Turkish cavalry forces arrived on September 9, the city was ina 
state of panic. Tens of thousands of refugees crowded into public build- 
ings, schools, churches, granaries, and warehouses. Foreign missions 
overflowed with their own nationals and naturalized citizens. Rumors 
that the Greek army would burn the city before leaving, as they had 





48 m FIRES OF HATRED 


burned so much else in western Anatolia, caused throngs of refugees to 
crowd onto the long quay of the port, hiring boats to leave if they were 
able but mostly camping out at a safe distance from the buildings along 
the shore. 

Once the Greek authorities left with the army, the town became open 
territory for robbers, bandits, and brigands of all kinds. Turkish gangs 
roamed the Armenian quarter, breaking into homes, robbing and kill- 
ing seemingly at will. The bazaars, wrote one observer, were “a com- 
plete wreck and seem to be considered public property.” Meanwhile, 
the substantial foreign community of Smyrna, second only to that of 
Constantinople in size and influence, made preparations to welcome the 
Turks. Just outside the harbor, a number of foreign warships pulled 
within range, in case they were needed to rescue their co-nationals. 

When the Turks moved into Smyrna on September 9, the panic and 
fear among the Greek refugees reached the breaking point. The thou- 
sands of refugees packed on the quay, mostly women, children, and old 
men, feared they would be slaughtered. Many simply jumped into the 
water to try to swim to the Allied warships anchored near the harbor, or 
hired small boats and packed them so full that they capsized, drowning 
the people on board. The scene at the American consulate was typical. 
One hundred-fifty or so naturalized citizens were crowded inside its 
confines, guarded by ten sailors in uniform. Outside hundreds of refu- 
gees camped out close to the doors, hoping for safety from their very 
proximity to the premises. A few doors away, the local movie theater 
still had on its marquee in large letters the title of its last film: “Le 
Tango de la Mort”!108 

On the whole, the Turkish army was much more restrained and disci- 
plined than the crowds had anticipated, though its officers made little 
effort to control the killing and robbery that continued in the Armenian 
quarter and had spread to other parts of the city. Sometimes Turkish 
soldiers or chettes were involved; mostly they stood aside. The result 
was that every morning scores of newly dead bodies appeared on the 
streets and in the doorways of the Armenian and Greek quarters of the 
city. The primary goal of the Turks in Smyrna was to remove all the 
Greeks. Men of military age were marched off to the interior or to 
Cilicia as prisoners of war. Otherwise, none of the refugees were al- 
lowed to leave Smyrna to go back to their home villages and towns. 
When American naval officers suggested to the commander of Smyrna’s 
forces, Nuraddin Pasha, that the best way to relieve the growing panic 
and sense of doom among Smyrna’s 200,000 or so refugees was to let 
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them return to their homes, the Turkish officer’s response was firm: 
“Get them out of Smyrna, bring ships immediately and remove them to 
some other country.” Nuraddin Pasha added that if the Americans “had 
seen the utter devastation conducted by the retreating Greek army and 
the atrocities to which they [the Greeks] had submitted the Moslem 
population,” they would realize “that the lives of the refugees would 
not be safe if returned to their homes in the interior.”! But this was 
simply an excuse for ethnic cleansing; Mustafa Kemal and the nationalist 
movement had determined that all Greeks would be expelled from the 
country, not just the Greek army and administrators who had come 
with the Hellenic Greek occupation but also those Anatolian Greeks 
whose families had resided in the region for centuries. 

On September 13, four days after the Turks arrived in Smyrna, the 
fire that everyone had expected earlier broke out in the city. Some time 
in the late afternoon, the blaze was set in the Armenian quarter. With 
the winds blowing toward the harbor and no effort made to contain its 
spread, the fire quickly threatened to engulf the city. Captain Hepburn, 
chief of staff of the U.S. Naval Squadron, reported that just after dusk 
he climbed to the top of the Yantis Tobacco Warehouse, the highest 
building near the port, and identified three lanes of the fire, two of 
which came from the Armenian district, the other from an area “some- 
what to the left.” Most critically, “the first two fires were burning 
fiercely and sweeping directly toward the waterfront.” Captain Hep- 
burn continued: “Returning to the street I found the stampede from 
the fire just beginning. All of the refugees that had been scattered 
through the streets or stowed away in churches and other institutions 
were moving toward the waterfront. Steadily augmenting this flow were 
those abandoning their homes in the path of the fire... . It was now 
dark. The quay was already filled with tens of thousands of terrified ref- 
ugees moving aimlessly between the custom house and the point, and 
still the steady stream of new arrivals continued until the entire water- 
front seemed one solid congested mass of humanity and baggage of 
every description.” 

As night fell, Captain Hepburn worried that the fire might get so in- 
tense that the refugees would die from the overwhelming heat. “Still 
separated from the crowd by a few short unburned blocks, the city was a 
mass of flame driving directly down upon the waterfront before a stiff 
breeze. Mingled with the noise of the wind and flames and the crash of 
falling buildings were the sounds of frequent sharp reports, such as 
might have been made either by rifle fire or the explosion of small-arms 
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ammunition and bombs in the burning area. High above all other 
sounds was the continuous wail of terror from the multitude.”!° 

Lieutenant Merrill, who had been sent to Constantinople for consul- 
tations with Admiral Bristol about how to handle the Smyrna problem, 
arrived back in Smyrna in the early morning of September 14. His diary 
aboard ship documented the worsening situation in the city. “All morn- 
ing the glow and then the flames of burning Smyrna could be seen. We 
arrived about an hour before dawn and the scene was indescribable. The 
entire city was ablaze and the harbor was light as day. Thousands of 
homeless refugees were surging back and forth on the blistering quay— 
panic stricken to the point of insanity. The heartrending shrieks of 
women and children were painful to [h]ear. In a frenzy they would 
throw themselves into the water—and some would reach the ship. To 
attempt to land a boat would have been disastrous. Several boats tried it 
and were immediately swamped by the mad rush of a howling mob ... 
The crowds along the quay beyond the fire were so thick and tried so 
desperately to close in abreast the men-of-war anchorage that the 
masses in the stifling center could not escape except by sea. Fortunately 
there was a sea breeze and the quay wall never got actually hot enough 
to roast these unfortunate people alive, but the heat must have been 
terrific there to have been felt in the ship 200 yards away. To add to the 
confusion, the packs belonging to these refugees—consisting mostly of 
carpets and clothing—caught [fire], making a chain of bonfires the 
length of the street.”!!! 

To his great credit, Captain Hepburn understood immediately that 
“nothing short of immediate international action” could deal with the 
potential catastrophe looming over the Smyrna refugees. With the per- 
mission and cooperation of the Turkish authorities and the British ad- 
miral in charge of the destroyers in the harbor, Hepburn initiated the 
evacuation of the Greeks on the quay on the morning of September 24. 
The operation was far from simple, despite Hepburn’s having gotten 
permission for Greek ships to land under the supervision of the Allied 
destroyers. British and American sailors tried to maintain a modicum of 
order on shore as tens of thousands of terrified people pushed and 
shoved to try to escape the fire and the Turks. On the quay, Turkish sol- 
diers and irregulars periodically robbed their Greek charges, beating 
some and arresting others who resisted. There are many reports of well- 
behaved Turkish troops, helping old women with their bundles and try- 
ing in good conscience to maintain order among the Greeks desperate 
to reach the ships, which were loaded one by one on the pier. But these 
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reports are overwhelmed by others that document gratuitous cruelty, 
incessant thievery, and violence. American and British intervention to 
protect the Greeks from the Turks did little good. The fire itself also 
took a terrible toll. Frustrated and terrified, some Greeks took their 
own lives, jumping into the water with heavy packs on their backs. 
Young children were trampled in the rush to break through to the 
ships; the elderly fainted and died. 

Not just the Greeks suffered. When the fire broke out, the Turks 
were convinced—and remain convinced to this day—that it was set by 
the Armenians, either at their own initiative or at the behest of the 
Greek occupation authorities before they withdrew. Lieutenant Merrill 
was told by the Turkish authorities that they had arrested twenty-two 
Armenians who confessed to having belonged to a conspiracy to burn 
the city, but he was never able to meet with the alleged culprits." That 
several young Armenians threw bombs and fired at Turkish soldiers as 
they marched into Smyrna did not help. In any case, the Armenians suf- 
fered terribly as a result of the Turkish occupation. Captain Hepburn 
got the impression that “every able-bodied Armenian man was hunted 
down and killed wherever found, even small boys from 12 to 15 years 
taking part in the hunt.”!8 

By September 15 the fire had somewhat died down, but episodic 
Turkish violence kept pressure on the Allies and Greeks to remove the 
refugees as quickly as possible. As Lieutenant Merrill noted, Turkish in- 
terests in getting the Greeks out of Smyrna were served by keeping 
them in a state of terror. He even believed—as do Greek historians of 
the fire—that the Turks set the blaze for that reason. Unlike the 
Ittihadists’ attack on the Armenians, Merrill did not believe the Turks 
wanted to massacre the Greeks. “If they did, they could have slaugh- 
tered the entire lot—hundreds of thousands, in a day. They don’t care 
what the world says, that isn’t the reason they don’t massacre them, for 
the ones they have killed have lain for days on prominent streets for all 
to see. But what they have done they have terrorized the entire Chris- 
tian population. The Greeks burned their homes in the interior and 
they took refuge in Smyrna. The Turks have burned their refuge in 
Smyrna so they must keep going West.”!# 

Some evidence supports Merrill’s view that the Turks were responsi- 
ble for setting the blaze. Once the fire was burning, many observers re- 
port having seen Turkish soldiers spread kerosene around certain build- 
ings, including the American consulate, to set them on fire. The Turkish 
authorities responded to these accusations by insisting that they only 
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burned down structures as a way to prevent the fire from spreading.: 
But if this were true, it seems odd that the Turkish quarter did not 
burn. One is also prompted to ask why no other methods of fire- 
fighting were used to stop the conflagration. Still, no concrete and sub- 
stantial evidence that the Turks set the fire has been found, and there 
are plenty of arguments why it was unnecessary and not in their inter- 
ests to destroy the city. Moreover, the Greeks or Armenians had their 
own good reasons to start a fire, given the history of the Greek retreat 
from the Sakarya and the Armenian attack during the first day of the oc- 
cupation. 

How many Greeks and Armenians died in the fire and during the pe- 
riod of Smyrna’s evacuation may never be accurately known. Some 
Greek scholars maintain that the death toll reached 125,000; more real- 
istic estimates range in the neighborhood of 10,000 to 15,000.16 First- 
hand American witnesses think that even fewer died as a direct result of 
the fire, roughly 2,000 to 5,000.12” 

By September 22, as one Red Cross observer noted, the fire was com- 
pletely extinguished except “for the tobacco in the ruins of the Gary 
Tobacco warehouses, which was still smoldering.”" The thriving 
entrepot of Smyrna—one of the most exciting and commercially vital 
cities in the Near East—had been burned to the ground. Some 150,000 
to 200,000 Greeks had been evacuated, and roughly 30,000 Greeks 
and Armenians had been transported to the interior, many of whom 


died or were executed on the way. The nearly 3,000-year history of the 
Greek presence on the Aegean coast of Anatolia came to an abrupt con- 
clusion. Dimitri Pentzopoulos writes: “It is no exaggeration to call the 
year 1922 ‘the most calamitous in the whole of modern Hellenic his- 
tory.’”120 The Smyrna fire brought it to an end. 


The Treaty of Lausanne 


By driving the Greek expeditionary force out of western Anatolia and 
seizing Smyrna in September 1922, Mustafa Kemal took a major step 
toward securing the nationalist movement’s domination of Anatolia. In 
signing the armistice of Mudanya on October 11, 1922, Kemal neutral- 
ized further Allied interference. At the beginning of November, the 
Grand National Assembly abolished the Ottoman sultanate, ensuring, 
in Kemalist rhetoric, the domination of the Turkish nation in its home- 
land. “Sovereignty is acquired by force, by power and by violence. It 
was by violence that the sons of Osman acquired the power to rule over 
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the Turkish nation and to maintain their rule for more than six centu- 
ries. It is now the nation that revolts against these usurpers, puts them 
in their right place and actually carries on their sovereignty.”!?! Within a 
year, Kemal established the new ruling party, which handily won the 
elections of June 1923, moved the capital to Ankara, and declared a re- 
public. These measures, along with the abolition of the caliphate in May 
1924, completed the Turkish revolution first begun by the Ittihadists. A 
new Turkey—modern, republican, and Turkish national—had been 
forged; a twentieth-century nation-state had come into being. 

Along with consolidating the nationalists’ power and control, 
Kemal’s successes sealed the fate of the Greeks in Anatolia. Ethnic 
cleansing was already part and parcel of the expulsion of the Greek ex- 
peditionary force in August and September 1922. Greeks were not only 
expelled from western Anatolia and Smyrna but were moved out of 
towns and villages in the interior, out of Cilicia in the south, and out of 
the heavily Greek Pontic region along the Black Sea coast. The process 
of forced deportation was violent and bitter. In a familiar pattern, the 
Greeks were given a few hours to a few days to pack up and leave for 
ports on the coast, Samsun primarily but also Sinop and Trabzon, 
where they were to be transported to Constantinople and beyond to 
Greece and the islands. Underway, they were sometimes harassed and 
attacked by bandits, robbed, and beaten; women and girls were raped 
and sometimes carried off. The general lawlessness which was rife in the 
Pontic mountains was particularly hard on the Greeks. 

When they arrived in the major port cities, usually bereft of any goods 
or means of supporting themselves, they were faced with few facilities 
for their shelter or upkeep. Missionaries tried frantically to help, but 
food supplies were short. Refugees camped out in churchyards and 
school plazas, waiting in anxious desperation for Greek ships to take 
them to the West. Disease was rife, especially typhus. Even in the large 
coastal towns, the Greeks were sometimes attacked by Turkish, Laz, and 
Circassian bandits and were forced to pay exorbitant prices for food and 
shelter from venal local authorities. As in Smyrna, the Turks did little to 
relieve the suffering of the refugees precisely because of the policies to 
evict them as soon as possible. The following observations from 
Trabzon of Lieutenant Gardner, a medical officer on the U.S.S. Fox, is 
typical of many similar reports on the plight of the Greeks: “The refu- 
gee situation is deplorable . . . It is evident that the Turk has no idea of 
aiding them other than their departure, nor has a single provision been 
made for their accommodation or comfort . . . That sickness is general, 
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is shown clearly by the fact that the litters of the dead are passing 
through the streets, many that are ill and unable to walk are being car- 
ried on the backs of their relatives, many are huddled in filth and squa- 
lor by the roadside with evidence of extreme illness and expressions of 
pain on their faces and their audible groans add to the din and con- 
fusion. Many of the adults and most of the children are undernour- 
ished.” 

Beginning in November 1922, negotiations were initiated in 
Lausanne to rewrite the Sevres Treaty with Turkey that would include a 
settlement of the minority issue. From the outset, the Turks refused to 
entertain proposals to create a homeland in Anatolia for the Armenians. 
They also insisted that no special minority rights needed to be included 
in the treaty. All Turkish citizens, including the Armenians, would be 
treated alike. As for the Greeks, the Kemalist representatives returned to 
the Ittihadist idea of population exchanges that had been broached on 
the eve of the First World War. Only this time, the Turks insisted on 
compulsory, versus voluntary, exchanges. During the winter of 1922- 
23, the wrangling continued over minority issues; meanwhile, the 
Greeks suffered terribly, both in the process of deportation and in the 
refugee camps set up on their arrival in Greece and the islands. Finally, 
on July 24, 1923, the Treaty of Lausanne was signed, mandating, 
among other measures, the compulsory population transfer of Greeks 
from Anatolia and Turks from Greece. 

Lausanne authorized the creation of Mixed Commissions to oversee 
the arrangements for completing the transfer of 1.2 to 1.5 million 
Greeks who lived in Anatolia and 356,000 Turks, most of whom lived 
in Aegean Macedonia. Of the Greeks, all but 290,000 had already been 
driven from their homes and lived in refugee camps and shelters on the 
islands or in Greece proper.!?? As Greek Prime Minister Venizelos rec- 
ognized, “The expulsion of the Asia Minor population has not been a 
consequence of the Exchange Accord, but had been already an accom- 
plished fact—in it I merely received the consent of Turkey to move the 
Turkish Muslims from Greece in order to reestablish the Greek refu- 
gees.”!24 Like the November 1995 Dayton Treaty concluding the war in 
Bosnia, the Treaty of Lausanne can hardly be considered a creative in- 
ternational solution to minority problems; instead, it finished the job of 
ethnic cleansing and legitimized the Turkish nationalists’ desires to ho- 
mogenize their Anatolian homeland. Lord Curzon, who had led the 
British delegation at the conference and fought unsuccessfully for a so- 
lution that would not uproot whole nations, criticized the obligatory 
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exchange of Turkish and Greek populations as “a thoroughly bad and 
vicious solution for which the world would pay a heavy penalty for a 
hundred years to come.” He “detested having anything to do with 
it. 7125 

For Greeks and Turks, the “heavy penalty” was paid almost immedi- 
ately. According to Stephen Ladas, “tens of thousands” of Greeks per- 
ished in the process of being driven from their homes and resettling in 
Greece. Every stage of the transfer was fraught with danger, from the 
violence of Muslim bandits and the disease-ridden waiting camps on the 
coast to the crowded and often dangerously underprovisioned ships and 
boats that transferred them to Greece. The holds of these ships were 
sometimes so packed with refugees that people died of suffocation, star- 
vation, and thirst before they arrived at their destinations. The Greek 
government and relief agencies did what they could to deal with the 
influx of a population almost a fourth as great as that of Greece itself. 
Refugee camps in Piraeus, Salonika, and on the islands suffered high 
rates of sickness and death as a result of a shortage of supplies, food, and 
medicines. Relief workers reported that forty to fifty Greeks died every 
day in the camps, while hundreds died in makeshift hospitals.'?” Even in 
mid-1924, one official noted that of the 1,250,000 refugees in Greece, 
half were destitute and in need of serious help.” The complicated 
provisions of Lausanne for compensation to the refugees remained 
unfulfilled. Only through the concerted efforts of the International Red 
Cross, the Greek government, and the American Relief Administration 
was the situation of Greek refugees stabilized by the end of the 1920s. 

Complicating their perilous economic conditions, the Greek refugees 
from Anatolia often had serious cultural difficulties adjusting to their 
new homeland. Those who spoke Greek (and many did not) did so in 
dialects incomprehensible to the locals. Their customs and traditions 
were so different that serious cultural antagonisms between communi- 
ties of Anatolian and Hellenic Greeks impeded their integration. Some 
of these antagonisms continue to this day.!?? 

The situation of the Turkish refugees was little better, though it 
helped that their numbers were absolutely and relatively fewer.'°° Most 
of them had to find a way to support themselves in the devastated re- 
gions of western Anatolia from which the Greeks were driven or had 
fled. To make matters worse, this region had already been picked over 
by an earlier generation of Muslim refugees from the Balkan Wars and 
the First World War. The Anatolian Turks had suffered terrible depriva- 
tion during the war and were in no mood to share their meager re- 
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sources with “aliens” from Macedonia. Many of these new so-called 
Turks were Greek speakers, knew little if any Turkish, and felt as cultur- 
ally alienated from Anatolian mores as the so-called Greek refugees felt 
in the Peloponnese or Macedonia. In the exchange, as in the thinking of 
the day, religion rather than any other cultural marker served as the pri- 
mary indicator of nationality. Thus many Muslim Greeks (gypsies, Slavs, 
and Vlachs) ended up in Anatolia, just as Greek Orthodox Turks 
(Circassians and Kurds) ended up in Greece. On both sides of the ex- 
change, it took the refugees on both sides of the Aegean generations to 
acculturate, establish family roots, and reach a stage where they consid- 
ered themselves finally to be at home. 





BEEBHETWORB REE 


The Nazi Attack on the Jews 


On August 22, 1939, shortly before the Nazi invasion of Poland, Hitler 
spoke to a gathering of Wehrmacht generals and Nazi leaders in 
Obersalzburg. This would be the first serious test of the German army 
in battle, and Hitler wanted to make sure they understood that this 
would be a war like no other. “Our war aim,” he stated, “is not to attain 
a particular line [in the east], but the physical destruction of the en- 
emy.” Then, according to some accounts, he added: “Who, after all, 
speaks today about the annihilation of the Armenians?”! We cannot be 
absolutely certain that Hitler referred to the Armenians at all on this oc- 
casion.? But if he did, he used the Armenian example to encourage his 
generals to accept the murderous work of destroying the Polish nation 
(not to justify the killing of Jews, as is sometimes indicated in the litera- 
ture). There is no question that Hitler and the Nazi leadership were 
well aware of the Armenian genocide and its relatively innocuous effect 
on international affairs during the Great War and after. The Germans 
themselves had played a central role in the Young Turk administration, 
and a number of Wehrmacht generals had earlier served as advisors to 
the Ottoman forces during the war. Some German officers may even 
have played a role in the Armenian genocide itself. 

With the connivance of German military officers, a number of Young 
Turk leaders, indicted by the Ottoman government for the attacks 
against the Armenians, fled to Germany in 1918 to avoid arrest and in- 
ternment. Among them was Talat Pasha, the chief architect of the geno- 
cide, who was gunned down on the streets of Berlin in 1921 by an Ar- 





58 = FIRES OF HATRED 


menian nationalist. The jury trial of Talat’s assassin ended in his 
acquittal, which precipitated a great uproar in the German press. Not 
surprisingly, Hitler and a number of leading Nazis admired the Turks 
for their resoluteness in ridding themselves of an alien nation. But the 
Nazi attack on the Jews grew out of other conditions, some similar to 
and some different from those that fostered the Armenian genocide. 
These conditions included an ideology that blended extreme German 
nationalism, racism, and anti-Semitism; a modern state and government 
that initiated anti-Jewish legislation and sponsored mass murder; and 
World War II, which, like World War I for the Turks, provided the for- 
mal justification and cover for genocide. 

The historiography of the Holocaust is vast and growing by the day. 
At least 100,000 books, articles, and essays have been written on the 
“Final Solution,” and the many institutes, journals, university chairs, 
and documentation centers devoted to the subject suggest that plenty 
more will be forthcoming.’ Fortunately for historians of twentieth- 
century Europe, the Holocaust has preoccupied an unusually talented 
group of scholars: Omer Bartov, Yehuda Bauer, Christopher Browning, 
Saul Friedländer, Raul Hilberg, and George Mosse, to name just a few 
in the English-speaking world. The reason for so much scholarly atten- 
tion to this event is clear: the Holocaust has become the dominant his- 
torical metaphor of our time. The way we talk about issues as diverse as 
free speech, intermarriage, abortion, or intervention in the Balkans is 
framed in terms of the Jewish experience of the Holocaust. Especially 
since the early 1960s, the Holocaust has been ubiquitous in our intel- 
lectual, moral, and spiritual universe; and indeed, if the lessons of the 
Holocaust are applied with restraint and subtlety, they can appropriately 
serve as signposts for action in the contemporary world.” While one can 
sympathize with Robert Hayden’s frustration when ethnic cleansing in 
Bosnia became so quickly interpreted in terms of the Holocaust, no 
consideration of ethnic cleansing or genocide can be free ftom the im- 
ages, language, and insights provided by the Nazi attack on the Jews.’ 
The discourse of the Holocaust is unavoidable; the task is to apply its 
lessons—when appropriate—to our understanding of the past and future. 


Nazi Ideology 


In the Nazi world view, the Aryan—the German—occupied the posi- 
tion of the good, the healthy, the altruistic, and the natural. Coun- 
terposed to the German was the Jew—a sham, a fake, a cultureless 
Asiatic. According to German demonology, the Jew was a liar, a dissem- 
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bler, a sponger, and a parasite—terms used in Hitler’s Mein Kampf— 
and no amount of assimilation could alter the eternal, fundamental evil 
carried in the blood of the Jewish race. Long before the Nazis reached 
the decision to murder the Jews of Europe, eliminationist rhetoric filled 
the pages of their newspapers and highlighted their speeches, documen- 
tary films, and leaflets. The Jews were disease-carrying lice, vermin, bed- 
bugs, or fleas that had to be exterminated lest they infect the healthy 
body of German society.’ They were tumors that had to be cut out. 
They were a racial tuberculosis that had to be isolated and removed.!° 
The task was a surgical and clinical one, Goebbels never tired of repeat- 
ing. “One had to make incisions, to be sure very extreme ones,” he 
wrote in his diary on November 2, 1939. Otherwise Europe would die 
of “the Jewish disease.”!! 

According to Nazi ideology, the mere existence of the Jews posed a 
threat of serious contagion to all healthy European nations. But by their 
overt actions, Jews also directly threatened the survival of German men 
and women. They seduced and impregnated innocent German girls, 
thereby weakening the Aryan blood of the nation. Every German 
housemaid and cook in a Jewish household was seen by the Nazis as bait 
for Jewish sexual predators. Inherently immoral, Jewish men gravitated 
toward pimping, pornography, and other forms of sexual deviance, 
spreading syphilis and other sexually communicated diseases wherever 
they went. Jewish women were no better, seducing racially pure Ger- 
man men into their depraved and degenerate subculture. The combina- 
tion of repressed attraction, misogyny, and anti-Semitism that Nazi men 
often felt toward Jewish women led to terrifying consequences later on, 
as Nazi guards and camp commandants acted out their brutal sexual 
fantasies on the bodies of Jewish women.!? 

In addition to its ubiquitous biological imagery, Nazi ideology com- 
prised a set of political assumptions about the Jewish threat. According 
to this line of argument, the Jewish race had done everything it could at 
home, in Europe, and in the world to thwart the attainment of German 
goals. The traitorous Jews were responsible for Germany’s and Austria’s 
defeat in World War I; Jewish intriguers had delivered “the stab in the 
back” to German interests and had stolen the German’s real victory at 
arms. Jewish conspirators had imposed the severe burden of reparations 
and territorial sacrifices that was codified in the Versailles Treaty. The 
creation of the Weimar Republic, which the Nazis considered alien to 
the German nation and injurious to its interests, was also attributed to 
the machinations of the Jews. 

Such notions of Jewish conspiracy derived much of their imagery 
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from the late-nineteenth-century Russian and European anti-Semitic 
literature, most notably the infamous Protocols of the Elders of Zion, 
which insisted that an international league of Jews had secretly plotted 
to seize the reins of power in the world. Fabricated by the Russian se- 
cret police in the mid-1890s, the Protocols revived ancient Christian my- 
thologies surrounding “blood libel,” whereby Jews were accused of kill- 
ing Christian children and using their blood for ritual purposes. In the 
hands of the Nazis, the conspiracy theories of the Protocols were linked 
on the one hand to Soviet international communism, a Judeo-Bolshevik 
creation, and on the other to international capital, epitomized by Jewish 
control of Wall Street. The loyalty of Jews—all Jews—to this conspiracy 
was seen as complete. No amount of assimilation, no amount of 
Germanization, could cover up this inherent alienation from the coun- 
try or countries in which they lived. For the Nazis, the Jews were an 
anti-nation, loyal only to their own nefarious attempts to undermine 
true civilization. Once the message of the Protocols is really understood 
by a people, Hitler wrote, “the Jewish menace may be considered as 
broken.”!? 


Eugenics 


Racialist thinking at the turn of the century was cast in the language of 
science. During this period, criminality was “discovered” to match cra- 
nial size, and social class to match skeletal structure. Great “advances” 
such as these in biology spawned the science of eugenics—the attempt 
to identify and, through selective breeding, to improve the racial char- 
acteristics of humans. If certain racial types were more genetically in- 
clined toward criminal behavior, congenital diseases, or mental illnesses, 
they could be isolated from the healthy population and prevented from 
breeding, thus freeing the nation or race of its antisocial elements and 
its weak, disturbed, or infirm specimens. This had two ostensible advan- 
tages. The race would be eventually purged of its impurities, and the 
modern state would be relieved of the burden of caring for unproduc- 
tive individuals. 

At the outset, whether in Germany, England, or the United States, 
the science of eugenics was seen as a rational and modern process of 
dealing with the socially and biologically marginal. It fit the modern 
state’s need to impose order and uniformity on its population. “Far 
from being a politically conservative and scientifically spurious set of be- 
liefs that remained confined to the Nazi era,” writes Frank Dikötter, 
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“eugenics belonged to the political vocabulary of virtually every 
significant modernizing force between the two world wars.” In the 
hands of the Nazis, however, eugenics became a particularly dangerous 
tool for cleansing the race and dealing with asocial elements, the handi- 
capped, the mentally ill—and the Jews. The eugenics component com- 
plicated the eliminationist imagery of race-thinking for Hitler and his 
lieutenants. The German nation would have to be cleansed by removing 
alien elements, in particular the Jews, from the country (and Europe). 
In addition, alien elements would have to be surgically excised from the 
body of the nation itself. And finally, the blood of the nation would 
have to be purged of its tainted strains. “‘Pure blood’, writes Uli Linke, 
“was the teleological goal whereby the German nation would win its 
salvation.”!5 

German eugenics had practical as well as ideological consequences 
which accelerated the Nazi attack on the Jews. Especially after Hitler 
came to power in 1933, medical doctors and researchers found that 
they could get grants, receive professorships, and advance their work by 
focusing their investigations on problems of racial hygiene.!° One aca- 
demic of the period bragged that the Nazi regime was “biology in ac- 
tion.” The Nazis sought to strengthen the Aryan race by selective 
breeding and by isolating the weak and infirm. Almost immediately af- 
ter the Nazis came to power, German doctors and nurses practiced 
forced sterilization on mentally retarded and physically handicapped 
women of child-bearing age. According to a law passed on July 14, 
1933, persons could be forcibly sterilized if they suffered from: congen- 
ital “feeble-mindedness,” schizophrenia, manic depression, hereditary 
epilepsy, Huntington’s disease, hereditary blindness, hereditary deaf- 
ness, and serious physical deformities. Added to the list was “anyone 
who suffers from chronic alcoholism.”}8 

During the winter of 1938-39, Nazi medical personnel began deal- 
ing with badly handicapped infants by cutting off life-support or using 
lethal injections or poison. This state-run euthanasia program was ex- 
panded in October 1939 after the outbreak of war in Poland, when Hit- 
ler authorized a wide-ranging policy of “mercy death” for “those suffer- 
ing from illnesses deemed to be incurable.” A target figure of 65,000 
to 75,000 deaths was established, in part to clear sanatoria and clinics so 
that returning German settlers from the Baltic region could be housed 
in Himmler’s “Heim ins Reich” (Home to the Reich) program.” Nazi 
propaganda began to call for euthanasia and mercy-killing on an even 
wider scale, decrying the costs of maintaining the physically and men- 
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tally handicapped. But protests by relatives and friends of the children 
and other patients who had mysteriously disappeared or died while in 
the hospitals and sanatoria of the Third Reich sparked angry denuncia- 
tions from clergymen and social activists. Hitler was forced to rescind 
his order in August 1941. But, as many scholars point out, the killing 
continued, only on a quieter and more selective basis.?! 

Some of these people were simply taken out of their clinics and hospi- 
tals by the SS and shot. Most, under the codename Aktion T-4, were 
gassed, sometimes in gas chambers disguised as showers, with fake 
shower heads and drains. By December 1941 in Chelmno, Jews were 
being killed in vans specially adapted for the intake of carbon monoxide 
gas.” The technology of the gas wagons was arranged by medical per- 
sonnel who had already been part of the program to kill mental pa- 
tients. Richard Breitman calls Chelmno “in effect, the first death camp 
in operation.” The gas that was turned on the Jews was the same used 
in the euthanasia killings, and the idea was the same. In some senses, 
then, eugenics provided both the theory and the mechanism for the 
radical solution to the Jewish “problem”—mass killing by means of gas. 


Emigration 


Hitler’s theories and goals remained remarkably consistent throughout 
his career. George Mosse put it succinctly: “The extermination of the 
Jews must be the final aim of his [Hitler’s] government, yet he was al- 
ways ready to adjust his political timing to the necessity of the mo- 
ment.” From Hitler’s point of view, the Jews must be destroyed, 
though the actual meaning of destruction (Vernichtung) seemed to 
have different concrete notions behind it, depending on chronology 
and context. Sometimes it meant destroying the ability of Jews to affect 
their fate; sometimes it meant destroying the presence of Jews in Ger- 
many (and eventually in Europe); and sometimes it meant the physical 
destruction—that is, murder—of Jewish men, women, and children. 
Some scholars think that before the summer and fall of 1941 
Vernichtung meant the destruction of the Jewish community in Europe 
through forced emigration, but afterward it meant mass killing. That 
Hitler and his lieutenants used the words Verbannung (banishment) 
and Entfernung (removal) interchangeably with Vernichtung reinforces 
the interpretation that at least initially Vernichtung could have meant 
the mandatory deportation of the Jews. The word Ausrottung had the 
less ambiguous meaning of “extermination,” though in some contexts 
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it might be interpreted to mean “elimination”—from sight, from soci- 
ety, and physically from the country. 

Even the word Endlösung (“final solution”) had multiple meanings in 
Nazi discourse. Christopher Browning argues, for example, that it 
meant a different thing after the attack on the Soviet Union in June 
1941 than before.” Christian Gerlach is even more insistent that during 
the war Endlösung did not mean the immediate elimination of the Jews; 
it took on that consistent meaning only after World War II, he argues.” 
Nevertheless, one can easily associate mass murder with all of these 
commonly used words. Whatever Hitler’s official policy toward the 
Jews might have been at any given moment, somewhere down the line 
he meant to strike a final blow against them. Ian Kershaw, Hitler’s most 
recent biographer, puts the problem in the following terms: “For Hit- 
ler, whatever the tactical considerations, the aim of destroying the 
Jews—his central political idea since 1919—remained unaltered. He re- 
vealed his approach to a meeting of party District Leaders at the end of 
April 1937, in immediate juxtaposition to comments on the Jews: ‘I 
don’t straight away want violently to demand an opponent to fight. I 
don’t say ‘fight’ because I want to fight. Instead, I say: ‘I want to de- 
stroy you!’ And now let skill help me to manoeuvre you so far into the 
corner that you can’t strike any blow. And then you get the stab in the 
heart.”?8 

The rhetoric and even long-term goals of Nazi leaders were at some 
level eliminationist throughout the 1920s and 1930s. At the same time, 
however, Hitler consistently called for policies that would force the Jews 
to leave Germany and Europe. “Out with the Jews,” insisted Hitler, 
June 24, 1920, “[those] who poison our people.”?? In an August 13, 
1920, speech entitled “Why We Are Anti-Semites,” Hitler again made 
clear that the Jews would have to go, “not because we begrudge them 
an existence,” he added sarcastically, “[but] we [want] to congratulate 
the whole rest of the world on the occasion of their visit.”3° 

The first step in driving out the Jews was to isolate them and turn 
them on themselves, both at home and, even better, abroad. This strat- 
egy derived from Hitler’s consistent allegation that Jews lived as para- 
sites off of healthy nations. He wrote in Mein Kampf: “If the Jews were 
alone in this world, they would stifle in filth and offal; they would try to 
get ahead of one another in hate-filled struggle and exterminate one an- 
other.”3! Once isolated from German society, they could more easily be 
driven from the country through a simple and straightforward policy of, 
in the memoirist Victor Klemperer’s words, “oppression, oppression, 
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oppression.” In essence, in the 1930s Hitler was engaged in a form of 
forced deportation and ethnic cleansing, using the power of the state 
and the belligerence of the Nazi party to force the Jews out of German 
territory. In this case, the “ethnos” involved were the Jews, defined in 
purely racial terms by the Nuremberg Laws. Again, to use Klemperer’s 
words: “One is an alien species or a Jew with 25 percent Jewish blood, if 
one grandparent was Jewish. As in 15th Century Spain, but then the is- 
sue was faith. Today it’s zoology and business.” 

Initially the Nazi goals were indeed like those of the Jews’ fifteenth- 
century Spanish prosecutors—to drive Jews from their territory forever. 
However, unlike the Spanish, the Nazis had quite specific views of what 
would happen to the Jews who left. Western countries would under- 
stand what the Germans had already learned about the Jews’ pernicious 
qualities. The fever of anti-Semitism would rise everywhere, and the 
Jews would be proclaimed pariahs throughout the world. It also mat- 
tered to the Nazis where the Jews went. Hitler was convinced that the 
Jews had tried to use their influence inside Germany and out to prevent 
the Nazis from coming to power and gaining ascendancy in Europe. 
When protests against Nazi violence and anti-Semitism arose in Lon- 
don, Paris, and New York, the Nazis directly attributed it to Jewish 
influence there. German Jews expelled from the Third Reich might well 
raise the clamor of anti-Nazi agitation coming from Western cities, and 
the Nazis increasingly sought to direct Jewish emigration away from 
the West (though on this issue, like so many others, they were self- 
contradictory). 

Initially, the Nazi destination of choice for Jewish emigration was Pal- 
estine. Like the Polish ultranationalist government of the late 1930s, 
the Third Reich was ready to make an alliance of sorts with the Zionists 
to get the Jews to leave Germany and Europe for Palestine. For Hitler, 
this was a perfect place to dump the Jews. It was isolated, economically 
insignificant, and lacking natural resources. Even better, Palestine was 
controlled by the British, who, Hitler felt, would never allow the Jews 
to construct their own state. He and the Nazi leaders wanted to keep 
the Jews away from the centers of power in the West, but they also wor- 
ried about the Jews pulling the strings of world capital from the Middle 
East, if they were allowed to develop control over their own affairs. If 
the Palestine solution could be implemented, the Nazis thought, Ger- 
many and all of Europe would be freed of the Jewish menace, and Great 
Britain would serve as the guarantor of European racial purity by keep- 
ing Jewish Palestine under firm control. The Haavara (Transfer) Agree- 
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ment of August 27, 1933, between the Nazi government on the one 
side and the Anglo-Palestine Bank and the German Zionist Union on 
the other put in motion a mechanism to foster emigration.* Over the 
next five years, some 60,000 German Jews emigrated to Palestine under 
a program that left half of their property in Germany as capital to 
finance German exports to Palestine. 

The Haavara Agreement failed to satisfy the Nazis’ mania to expel the 
Jews and was not pursued with sufficient tenacity by any of the parties 
involved—the German Jews, the British, or the Nazis. The vast majority 
of Jews in Germany were disinclined to emigrate and had little or no in- 
terest in Palestine or Zionism. Saul Friedlander notes that neither the 
German Jewish leadership nor ordinary German Jews really grasped 
the “essentially unpredictable” future.” While the British encouraged 
the immigration to Palestine of relatively well-off German Jews, the 
Haavara Agreement was unsuited to the immigration of poor and work- 
ing-class Jews as well as recent Polish-Jewish immigrants to Germany; 
neither group had any possibility of bringing capital into Palestine or 
leaving half behind in German government deposits. Even more impor- 
tant was growing Arab opposition to an influx of European Jews into 
Palestine. By the end of the 1930s, the British closed down the possibil- 
ity of Jewish emigration to Palestine altogether, effectively ending the 
Zionists’ hopes for saving European Jews by moving them to the Mid- 
dle East. 

Independently of the project of finding a destination for the emi- 
grants, Hitler and the Nazis increased their pressure on the Jews to get 
them to leave. Vicious and humiliating attacks in the press and in public 
were part of the Nazi strategy. “The Jew-baiting and pogrom atmo- 
sphere grow day by day,” Klemperer wrote in his diary on July 21, 
1935.3” The Nazis also undermined the legal position of the Jews, par- 
ticularly with passage of the Nuremberg Laws in July 1935. Not only 
did these statutes define Jews according to hereditary (“racial”) criteria, 
but they deprived Jews of German citizenship and thus of civil protec- 
tion and legal recourse. According to the diaries of his military adjutant, 
Gerhard Engel, Hitler later regretted that the Nuremberg Laws had not 
been sufficiently draconian to drive all the Jews from Germany. “On 
August 13, 1938, the Fiihrer spoke to a small group again about the 
Nuremberg laws and their consequences. If he considered them in ret- 
rospect, then these laws actually were far too ‘humane.’ One took away 
certain rights from the Jews and distanced them from the life of the 
state; but what was left over, was their activity and their work in the free 
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market, and that is exactly what the Jews are attracted to . . . Now he 
would have thought of additional laws that would have so provocatively 
restricted Jewish life in Germany that the masses of the Jewish popula- 
tion simply would not want to stay in Germany. That would have been 
the best way to get rid of them.”38 

Goebbels also documents the legal restrictions the Nazis put on the 
ability of Jews to earn a livelihood, with the intention of forcing them to 
leave the country. In connection with new prohibitions against the 
practice of medicine by Jewish doctors, Goebbels wrote in his diary on 
August 4, 1938: “The Jews are being systematically driven back.” 
Noting on August 31 that Berlin Jews would be henceforth required to 
declare all their property and transfer it to the state and/or Aryan own- 
ers, Goebbels insisted that the policies should continue despite protests 
from Jews and non-Jews alike.3? Finally, so many Jews were emigrating 
from Berlin in large numbers, he wrote on October 13, that other 
countries were complaining about their arrival. “So the Jews will be 
driven from country to country and thereby harvest the fruits of their 
eternal intrigues, agitational campaigns and vileness.”# Göring, Goeb- 
bels, Heydrich, and other Nazi leaders were ingenious at thinking up 
various measures to restrict Jewish movement within Germany, separate 
Jews from the “healthy” German population, and deplete the Jewish 
community’s economic and moral resources.*! 

Ultimately, however, leading Nazis concluded that the pressure of 
discriminatory legislation, anti-Semitic hate propaganda, and torchlight 
demonstrations was insufficiently threatening. The Jews were not 
fleeing Germany fast enough, and those who stayed were not being ade- 
quately punished for their arrogance in remaining. In another of those 
odd and volatile contradictions in Nazi rhetoric and practice, the Ger- 
man Jews, though pressured to emigrate, were also used as hostages to 
protect Germany from the nefarious conspiracies of their fellow Jews in 
those countries that resisted Nazi incursions. But whether hostages or 
potential emigrants, the Jews deserved to be punished. The severe vio- 
lence of Kristallnacht (the night of the broken glass) reflected this dou- 
ble vision. 

Kristallnacht began with an incident on November 9, 1938, when 
Herschel Grynszpan, in protest against the forced deportation from 
Germany of his fellow Polish Jews, shot and mortally wounded the Ger- 
man diplomat Ernst vom Rath in the Third Reich’s Paris embassy. 
Goebbels, incensed by the audacity of the act, incited anti-Semitic dem- 
onstrations to punish German Jews—and with them world Jewry—for 
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the heinous act. Demonstrators in Kassel and Dessau set fire to Jewish 
synagogues and attacked Jewish stores. According to his diary of No- 
vember 10, Goebbels presented to the Führer the useful possibilities 
built into the situation: “He [Hitler] decided: the demonstrations 
should be allowed to go on. Pull back the police. This time the Jews 
should feel the hatred of the people.” Goebbels—ecstatic about a 
reckoning with the Jews—gave the corresponding orders. “We will not 
allow this cowardly murder to go unanswered. For once things will be 
allowed to take their course.” But by the next day, Hitler and Goebbels 
were already worried about the plundering getting out of control and 
gave orders to end the “action.” Göring, who was in charge of the 
Third Reich’s economy, was angry and upset about the wanton destruc- 
tion during Kristallnacht. Yet he concluded that there were positive ef- 
fects, as well; everyone can see that “the entire emigration issue has be- 
come acute”; the whole world now knows “the Jew cannot live in 
Germany.” From the leading Nazis’ point of view, after Kristallnacht 
they had an opportunity once again to turn up the pressure on the Jews. 
Hitler told Goebbels he wanted to introduce “very strict measures” 
against the Jews to get them out of Germany.“ 

And, indeed, out of Europe as a whole. Grynszpan’s assassination of 
vom Rath underlined again the European, not to mention interna- 
tional, dimensions of the Nazis’ perception of the Jewish problem. The 
European issue became much more concrete at the end of the 1930s, 
when the Third Reich annexed Austria and the Sudetenland, assumed 
control over the Czech protectorate, and absorbed lands from the 
newly partitioned Poland. Hitler’s dedication to creating Lebensraum 
(living space) for the German people dramatically increased the number 
of Jews within his territory. They, too, would have to be driven out of 
the Third Reich. For the Nazis, then, race and Lebensraum were inter- 
connected concepts.“ Himmler used the related notion of völkische 
Flurbereinigung (cleansing the soil in the fields) to describe what would 
happen to Jews, gypsies, Poles, and other alien elements in these new 
German territories. The impure races in the east would be replaced by 
good Germans, some “called back” to the Reich from the Baltics, 
Ukraine, or elsewhere, some racially “reclaimed” from having been su- 
perficially denationalized in a sea of Slavic peoples. Deciding who was a 
German and who was not was a decidedly unscientific process, even by 
the low standards of Nazi “racial science.”* Himmler would often 
judge by face shape, hair and eye color, and stature whether a person 
was a Pole, a Ukrainian, or a German. But no such impressionistic reso- 
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lution was afforded Jews or people who were part Jewish. Jews could 
not be reclaimed. Wherever the Nazis went, Jews would be driven out. 

After the union with Austria (Anschluss) in March 1938, Himmler 
and the SS set up a special office in Vienna—the Central Office for Jew- 
ish Emigration—whose task was to expel all the Jews as quickly as possi- 
ble from the so-called Ostmark. Here, too, the Jews were not just to be 
thrown out of Austria but punished. They were arrested and brutalized, 
their stores were attacked, their synagogues were taken over or de- 
stroyed. Heydrich tried to rein in some of the most extreme violence, 
but only because it interfered with the systematic expropriation of Jew- 
ish assets, which were to be Aryanized.* Under the direction of Adolf 
Eichmann, the operation to rid Austria of Jews went smoothly. Jewish 
organizations were called in to help raise the foreign currency to pay 
for the deportation. Within six months, approximately 40,000 Jews 
were forcibly driven out of Austria.“ Jewish industries and stores were 
either closed down altogether or, in rarer cases, handed over to “Aryan” 
owners. 

More Jews could have left Austria if there had been places for them to 
go. By the end of the 1930s, Palestine was out of the question, and Hit- 
ler was not interested in pushing Jews out to neighboring countries, 
which would not have accepted them willingly in any case. Emigration 
quotas from Germany were strictly enforced in the United States, Can- 
ada, South Africa, Great Britain, and Australia. The French colony of 
Madagascar continued to be mentioned as a potential destination for 
the Jews, as were other colonies in subequatorial Africa. At the Evian- 
les-Bains conference in July 1938, sponsored by the League of Nations, 
representatives of twenty-five major countries and a series of relief orga- 
nizations met to discuss the problem of Jewish emigration. This effort 
came to naught, and the Evian conference can only be described as a 
tragic failure. No country big or small, densely or sparsely populated, 
liberal or dictatorial, was willing to accept masses of Jewish refugees. It 
is hard to avoid the impression that anti-Semitism around the world 
played a central role in this decision, despite protestations about the 
practical problems of accepting large numbers of immigrants. On the 
fringes of the Evian conference, the Nazis sought to earn currency from 
the growing desperation of potential Jewish emigrants and Jewish agen- 
cies abroad. According to Yehuda Bauer, they offered to sell a half- 
million Jews to the West at a rate of $250 per head. 

Hitler’s determination to pursue the Jewish question to its conclu- 
sion increased with his diplomatic and military successes on the conti- 
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nent. The Third Reich reoccupied the Rhineland, absorbed Austria, and 
swallowed up Czechoslovakia without serious opposition from the Eu- 
ropean powers. Despite his successes, Hitler was enraged by the grow- 
ing criticism of appeasement in France, Russia, the United States, and 
especially Great Britain. These propagandistic complaints about Nazi 
anti-Semitism and Hitler’s treatment of the Jews also irked him deeply, 
and of course he blamed all of the uproar on the Jews. In his much- 
quoted speech before the Reichstag on January 30, 1939, Hitler threat- 
ened the Jews with mass extinction if they aroused world condemnation 
of Germany’s steps to assert its rightful domination of Europe: “I have 
very often been a prophet in my life and have mostly been laughed at 
.. . I will again be a prophet today: If international financial Jewry in 
and outside of Europe should succeed in driving the peoples once more 
into a World War, then the result will not be the Bolshevization of the 
earth and therewith the victory of the Jews, but it will mean the de- 
struction of the Jewish race in Europe.”*° 

That Hitler and others in his entourage repeatedly recalled this threat 
in the years to come is often cited by historians as evidence for the con- 
tinuity of Hitler’s genocidal purpose.*! He promised to kill off the Jews 
if they started a world war, and after the war started, he did. However, 
as Hans Mommsen points out, the context of the speech gave the 
“prophecy” a quite different character, as a “rhetorical gesture” to get 
the world powers and refugee committees to accept his financial de- 
mands for deporting all the Jews.5? Later references to the speech, 
Mommsen adds, were used rhetorically by Hitler to justify the “cumula- 
tive radicalization” of Nazi policy. Other parts of the Reichstag speech 
support Mommsen’s contention that Hitler simply wanted to blackmail 
the West into making a deal about Jewish deportation: “Europe will 
never come to rest unless the Jewish question is taken care of. It is very 
much in the realm of possibility that sooner or later an agreement in 
Europe can be reached between such nations which otherwise do not so 
easily find a way to get on with each other. The world has plenty of 
space for inhabitation; one has to break once and for all with the idea 
that the Jewish people are determined by the Almighty to be the 
beneficiaries at a specified percentage of the bodies and of the produc- 
tive work of other peoples. Jewry will have to develop as much of an 
ability to build their own lives as the other peoples do, or sooner or later 
they will suffer a crisis of unimaginable proportions.”** 

Palestine, Alaska, the Dominican Republic, Honduras, Australia, or 
Madagascar—all were mentioned at one time or another as potential 
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destinations for Germany’s and Europe’s Jews, and in this speech it was 
all the same to Hitler. The important point was this: get the Jews out 
fast, or something untoward is going to happen. Alfred Rosenberg’s 
speech to the diplomatic community in Berlin on February 8, 1939, fol- 
lowed up on Hitler’s initiative: if the West is serious about its “friend- 
ship for the Jews,” then they have to make up their minds in the near 
future which territory will be designated as a “Jewish reservation.”55 

The diplomatic entente with Stalin represented by the Nazi-Soviet 
Non-Aggression Pact of August 23, 1939, came as a shock to the West 
and served as the preliminary move in Hitler’s attack on Poland. Begin- 
ning on September 1, a combined air and land assault overwhelmed the 
Poles. Warsaw was surrounded by September 9 and would hold out 
only a few more weeks. By September 17, when the Soviets, in 
turn, moved quickly to seize their designated part of Poland, nothing 
was left of, in Molotov’s words, “this ugly offspring of the Versailles 
Treaty.”5s 

England and France promptly declared war. The British fought more 
determinedly and held out much longer than Hitler ever expected, but 
the quick defeat of France in June 1940 presented the Führer with a 
continental empire that stretched from Paris in the west to the Nieman 
River in the east. There were still nettlesome problems in the Balkans 
that would undermine his agreement with the Soviets,” and Judeo- 
Bolshevism, his self-imagined arch-enemy, remained in power in Mos- 
cow. But still Hitler could and did congratulate himself on a remarkable 
series of victories. 

Hitler’s triumphant subjugation of the continent spelled catastrophe 
for the Jews. For the three million or so Polish Jews, hundreds of thou- 
sands of whom resided in areas of Poland incorporated directly into the 
Reich, the situation was particularly critical. In the Wartheland, Danzig, 
and west Prussia, Jews were driven out of their homes and forcibly de- 
ported to the Generalgouvernement, the Nazi-run territory of rump 
Poland, initially to make room for Germans returning from the Baltic 
and Ukraine. By June 1941 some 250,000 Jews and 600,000 Poles had 
been moved to this region, much to the consternation of its governor 
general, Hans Frank.58 But at the outset, Frank lost this bureaucratic 
battle to Himmler and the SS, who had insisted on cleansing the newly 
annexed territories of Jews and Poles. 

The Jews were confined to ghettos, as in medieval times, in order to 
segregate them from the rest of the population, both Poles and Ger- 
mans. However, the ghettos were meant to be merely way-stations on 
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the road to expulsion from the continent. Consistent with the Nazis’ 
overall racial policy, the ghettos provided yet another form of punish- 
ment for the Jews. Rations of food and water were kept at minimal lev- 
els. Living conditions were abysmal, due to overcrowding and inade- 
quate goods and services. The SS guards and their Jewish police 
helpmates treated the ghetto dwellers with murderous brutality. 

Christopher Browning suggests that two models dominated the Nazi 
conception of the ghettos, and both operated simultaneously and in dif- 
ferent mixes during the first few years of their existence. Some Nazi 
officials thought of the ghettos as no more than holding pens, in which 
natural attrition from starvation and disease would eventually finish off 
the inhabitants. Others sought to solve the Reich’s growing labor prob- 
lems by putting the residents to work, which required supplying mini- 
mal foodstuffs and providing a basic standard of living.% The Warsaw 
ghetto generally was administered according to the former model, the 
Lodz ghetto according to the latter. 

But the ghettos could not hold all the Jews who were streaming into 
their quarters. The SS responded by creating a large reservation 
(Reservat) for the Jews in the region of Lublin. Surrounded by barbed 
wire and Nazi guards, the Reservat near Nisko on the San River turned 
into “a vast concentration camp, with congestion, stench, poverty, dis- 
ease, and chaos unparalleled on earth.” Even if its Nazi architects in- 
tended for Jews to die in vast numbers on the reservation, it was still far 
too limited a solution to the problem of removing all the Jews from Eu- 
rope.‘! Philippe Burrin suggests that conditions were so bad in the 
Lublin “ghetto of the Reich” that plans to develop it further were aban- 
doned in mid-March 1940 because of potential adverse publicity 
abroad, especially in the United States. Because of its importance as a 
staging area for potential military operations into the Soviet Union, the 
Wehrmacht opposed using the Lublin region as a destination for vast 
numbers of Jews. Hans Frank also kept up the pressure on Berlin to find 
a resolution to the Jewish question that would remove them from the 
Generalgouvernement altogether. As a result, the Madagascar solution, 
which had been bandied about by anti-Semites in Germany and Poland 
for at least a decade, once again came to the fore. 

After the destruction of Kristallnacht, which both Göring and 
Hjalmar Schacht (Nazi economics minister from 1934-1937 and presi- 
dent of the Deutsche Bank from 1933 to 1939) felt did little else but 
injure the Nazis’ economic interests, Schacht turned his attention to the 
possibility of deporting all the remaining German and Austrian Jews— 
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600,000 people altogether—to Madagascar. Schacht’s plan, which was 
initially approved by Hitler in December 1938, called for Jewish institu- 
tions in the West to put up the capital for the forced emigration of Jews 
of working and child-bearing age and their families. (The old and 
infirm would be allowed to stay.) In negotiations with George Rublee 
of the International Committee on Refugees, he worked out a formula 
for transferring Jewish assets to a fund to support German exports, not 
unlike the Palestinian arrangement of three years earlier. In no case 
would the transfer of Jews cost the Third Reich any money; on the con- 
trary, Jewish assets would essentially subsidize the German economy. 
The critical difference between the Madagascar and Palestine arrange- 
ments was that Zionists rejected the Madagascar plan out of hand, and 
world Jewish organizations were not at all interested in supplying the 
capital to force European Jews to move to a desolate, disease-ridden 
island. 


Still, the Nazi invasion of Poland and the limitations of the Lublin 
reservation resuscitated the notion among German bureaucrats that 
Madagascar offered a solution; the huge number of Jews concentrated 
in the Generalgouvernement made the Nazis nervous. Himmler was 
anxious to implement his Generalplan Ost, which called for redrawing 
ethnic borders in the east, moving millions of people, and eliminating 


Jews from the region.“ The war itself seemed to make this vast under- 
taking possible, since, as one of Heydrich’s lieutenants stated, “one 
could proceed relatively vigorously without taking into account the 
mood of world opinion.”® To be sure, the Nazis would have to await 
the conclusion of the war and the defeat of the British to be able to 
transport the Jews through British-controlled shipping lanes. But par- 
ticularly after the defeat of France in the summer of 1940, the Madagas- 
car plan began to receive serious attention from the German Foreign 
Ministry. At this point, Hitler was said to be anxious to be rid of the 
Jewish problem and put it in the hands of the French.“ Initially issued 
in early July 1940, the Foreign Ministry report was revised and ex- 
panded by Heydrich and Eichmann and reissued on August 15, 1940. 
This plan was not terribly different from Schacht’s basic conception, ex- 
cept for the overwhelming number of Jews—four million altogether— 
to be transported to the Jewish reservation on Madagascar. 
Christopher Browning writes that the Nazis were quick to pick up on 
the Madagascar solution during the early summer of 1940 because of “a 
measure of frustration that had built up over the bottlenecks of demo- 
graphic engineering in eastern Europe.”* The hated Jews were taking 
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up valuable space and consuming precious resources. There was no 
room to resettle the Volksdeutsche from the east until the Jews were re- 
moved. Those Germans who had been called “home to the Reich” of- 
ten lived in hungry and helpless conditions in transfer camps. The 
Generalgouvernement was already overcrowded with both Poles and 
Jews. The Madagascar plan was a way out of this dead-end, and hopes 
were high for a quick solution. Even the Jews had been alerted to the 
Madagascar option. On July 1, 1940, Adam Czerniakow noted in his 
Warsaw ghetto diary that he had heard from the Nazis that “the war 
would be over in a month and that we would all leave for Mada- 
gascar.”7° 

In all of its Nazi iterations, the Madagascar plan was part of the “Final 
Solution” of the Jewish question; it was most definitely not an attempt 
by the Nazis to find a congenial home for Europe’s Jewish population. 
Goebbels wrote in his diaries on July 26, 1940, that after the war Mada- 
gascar would become “a German protectorate under a German police- 
governor.””! The Jews would not be allowed to have their own state or 
their own institutions; the considerations behind the earlier Palestine 
plan already made that clear. Their exhaustive investigations of the con- 
ditions on Madagascar made the Nazis aware that the climate was 
difficult and a good part of its land mass consisted of malarial swamps 
uninhabitable “for Europeans.” The Jews would not be allowed to take 
more than the minimum of goods with them, although some artisans 
and professionals would be permitted to take the tools of their respec- 
tive trades. Jewish capital would remain in Germany. Tropical diseases 
and unfavorable conditions on the island would wipe out the Jews. 
From Hitler’s perspective in particular, the Jews would have no one else 
to exploit but one another, and they would perish as a just punishment 
for the evils they had inflicted on the healthy races of Europe. 


Barbarossa 


Like much of Nazi rhetoric, the Madagascar plan had a fantastic quality 
to it. The British did not surrender, the sea lanes remained dangerous 
for Nazi shipping, and the Petain government held on to its claims to 
the island, as it did to the remainder of its colonial empire. In any case, 
there was hardly any way to transport four million Jews to East Africa 
and little chance the world Jewish community would contribute to such 
an exile. Nevertheless, the Nazis continued to talk about the possibili- 
ties of banishing the Jews to Madagascar even after planning the attack 
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on the Soviet Union (Operation Barbarossa) in the fall of 1940 and ac- 
tually invading on June 22, 1941. 

As pressure continued to build in the Nazi hierarchy for a “Final So- 
lution,” the projected attack on the Soviet Union provided the Nazis a 
potential option for dealing with the European Jews. Heydrich had 
been given the task of devising a plan during the winter of 1940-41, 
and Barbarossa gave him the idea of pushing the Jews even further 
east.” They could simply be dumped beyond the Urals in Siberia, far 
away from the Third Reich’s natural Lebensraum, which included the 
Ukraine and Crimea. Hitler calculated that the victory over the Soviets 
would take four months at most; Goebbels said it would take “much 
less” than that.”® In some senior German army circles, as Gabriel 
Gorodetsky writes, “the possibility of Russian resistance was dismissed 
out of hand” and “the common belief was that the Red Army would 
collapse within eight days.””* With victory complete, the eastern Jews 
could be sent off to Siberia and the Arctic north. The British would lose 
heart as a result of the Soviet collapse and sue for peace; the western 
Jews, including those in North Africa, could then be shipped. off to 
Madagascar.’ 

No favor was meant to the Jews by sending them beyond the Urals. It 
was assumed they would sooner or later expire in the Arctic or in the 
mosquito-infested swamps of Siberia. Heydrich and Goebbels carried 
on long conversations at the end of September 1941 about sending 
Jews to the Gulag, a particularly appropriate destination, they felt, be- 
cause the Jewish-Bolsheviks were responsible for constructing this sys- 
tem of “corrective” labor camps and prisons in the first place.”° As late 
as February 1942, Heydrich spoke to NSDAP high party officials in the 
Czech Protectorate about the Gulag of the north being the “perfect fu- 
ture homeland for Europe’s 11 million Jews.””” Thus leading Nazis 
were still talking of deportation for months after Einsatzgruppen were 
murdering Jews by the tens of thousands in the summer and fall of 
1941. 

Historians of the Holocaust justifiably point to the Commissar Order 
of March 3, 1941, as an important designator for the escalation of vio- 
lence against the Jews during the campaign against Russia. Hitler made 
it clear to Himmler and his generals Keitel and Jodl that the coming 
conflict was not simply “a battle of weapons”; more significantly, it was 
a “conflict between two ideologies.” In this conflict, “the Jewish- 
Bolshevik intelligentsia . . . must be eliminated.” Hitler let his generals 
know that Himmler and the SS would be in charge of securing the 
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newly conquered areas. This was because of “the necessity immediately 
to neutralize all Bolshevik leaders and commissars.” That “neutralize” 
meant kill was made clear in subsequent sentences in which Hitler indi- 
cated that there would be no need for military courts and military jus- 
tice. Himmler and the SS would take care of everything.”® 

As Barbarossa was implemented, Einsatzgruppen and regular Wehr- 
macht troops shot captured officers, alleged partisans (and their sup- 
porters), and large numbers of Jews. A slogans of the campaign from 
the very beginning was: “The Jew is a partisan, and the partisan is the 
Jew.””° Jews were considered a genuine security risk and therefore tar- 
geted for elimination by both SS and army units.*° In this fashion, the 
killing of Jews worked on both the rational and irrational mind of Ger- 
mans at the front. As Ulrich Herbert puts it: “Because the Jews were 
murdered as alleged saboteurs, the assumption that one was dealing 
with enemies of Germany was confirmed—otherwise they would not 
have been so severely punished. By the deed [of murder], prejudice be- 
came fact.”®! 

In their rhetoric and ideology, the Nazis melded the Soviet enemy 
and the Jews into a combined vision of evil. The German attack on Rus- 
sia was not like the attack on Britain or France, though the Jews were 
blamed for those conflicts as well. In the Nazi mind, the international- 
ism of the Bolsheviks blended with the Jewish world conspiracy in a 
dangerous potion that mortally threatened the German nation and its 
right to rule Europe. Barbarossa was a crusade to slay the Jewish- 
Bolshevik demons and remove them from the face of the earth. As Jews 
were routinely murdered, the scenes on the Russian front confirmed an 
interpretation of reality that permeated the Nazis’ crusading ideology. 

Omer Bartov has written that even the ordinary troops of the 
Wehrmacht were led to believe that the Russian and Jewish enemy rep- 
resented the devil incarnate. One of the many propaganda leaflets and 
circulars distributed to the troops stated: “Anyone who has ever looked 
at the face of a red commissar knows what the Bolsheviks are like. Here 
there is no need for theoretical expressions. We would insult the animals 
if we described these mostly Jewish men as beasts. They are the embodi- 
ment of the Satanic and insane hatred against the whole of noble hu- 
manity. The shape of these commissars reveals to us the rebellion of the 

Untermenschen against noble blood. The masses, whom they have sent 
to their deaths by making use of all means at their disposal such as ice- 
cold terror and insane incitement, would have brought an end to all 
meaningful life, had this eruption not been dammed at the last mo- 
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ment.”® The propaganda worked well. Wehrmacht officers and men 
willingly participated in the massacre of the Jews. Indeed, they were re- 
sponsible, directly or indirectly, for killing between 1 and 1.5 million 
victims.§% 

Mass slaughter took place on the front and behind the lines. The bru- 
tality of the killers—SS men, police, and regular troops—knew no 
bounds.* Not just Jews but Russian POWs were starved and beaten, if 
not immediately killed. The genocidal actions of the Germans only 
made the Red Army soldiers and partisans fight all the harder, know- 
ing what would happen if they fell into German hands. Wehrmacht 
generals made this fact known to their superiors in Berlin. Perhaps 
even more important, the hierarchy of the Third Reich had counted 
on captured POWs to serve as a labor force to keep the German econ- 
omy going. Goebbels wrote in his diary on December 12, 1941: “Our 
hope to employ to a great extent in the German economy the nearly 
4 million Bolshevik prisoners will not be possible. In addition to the 
900,000 of these prisoners who have already died of hunger, weakness, 
and disease, a huge number of the others will die in the next weeks and 
months. The greatest part of the Bolsheviks in POW camps have already 
descended to such a starving condition that even with the best care they 
cannot be revived.”® As a result, the Commissar Order was rescinded 
on May 6, 1942, though by this point the killing of the Jews had been 
turned over to the SS and their newly constructed system of death 
camps. However, as Omer Bartov has written (and the recent 
Wehrmacht exhibition in Germany has demonstrated), the propaganda 
of hate, the inculcation of stereotypes of the Untermenschen into regu- 
lar soldiers, and the mentality of the habitual killing of civilians contrib- 
uted to the continued execution of Jews and other noncombatants by 
both the army and police. 


The Last Stage 


During the summer and fall of 1941, Nazi attacks on the Jews took on 
genocidal proportions. The murderous actions of the Einsatzgruppen 
were dutifully reported by their commanders. The number of execu- 
tions by Strike Commando 3, with headquarters in Kovno and respon- 
sible for parts of Lithuania and Latvia, totaled some 133,000 men, 
women, and children, the vast majority of whom were Jews. In July, 
Strike Commando 3, together with “Lithuanian partisans,” killed 
mostly men and some women, but by late August many women and 
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children were included in the death toll. On December 1, 1941, SS 
Colonel Jager reported on the genocidal actions of his group: “Today I 
can confirm that Strike Commando 3 has reached the goal of solving 
the Jewish problem in Lithuania. The only remaining Jews are laborers 
and their families. The implementation of such actions is in the first in- 
stance an organizational problem. The Jews had to be collected in one 
or more towns and a ditch had to be dug at the right site for the right 
number . . . The Jews were brought in groups of 500, separated by at 
least 1.2 miles, to the place of execution . . . Only careful planning en- 
abled the Commando to carry out up to 5 actions a week and at the 
same time continue the work in Kovno without interruption.”® Colo- 
nel Jager was not in the business of fighting a war against Jewish parti- 
sans. He was an ardent Nazi who thought he was following Hitler’s and 
Himmler’s orders to destroy the Jews. Even if one can’t shoot the Jews 
designated for labor battalions, he concluded, “I am of the opinion that 
the male work Jews should be sterilized immediately to prevent any 
procreation. A Jewess who nevertheless becomes pregnant is to be liqui- 
dated.”® 

The mass executions of Jews in July and August 1941 in Galicia, 
Belorussia, Lithuania, and Ukraine institutionalized and legitimated the 
habitual killing of Jews, even if the decision to murder all of the Jews 
had not yet been reached. The pattern of mass murder in each area was 
also somewhat different, indicating a lack of direct orders from Berlin. 
In Galicia the executions started in June with Jewish men believed to be 
among the “intelligentsia.” By the beginning of October women and 
children were also being routinely murdered.* In Belorussia during the 
invasion in mid-July, the entire “intelligentsia class” was “cleansed” 
from the rest of the population, and the Jews among them were only 
sometimes shot.” By the beginning of August 1941 Einsatzgruppen 
were shooting women and children in Belorussia as well. Between mid- 
August and mid-September, for the first time whole communities of 
Jews were wiped out.” But the executions in Galicia and Belorussia 
were not as systematic as those in Lithuania. In neither case was the lo- 
cal population quite so heavily involved. The spread of mass murder to 
include Jewish women and children in the late summer can be related to 
Himmler’s visits to occupied territories in Russia in mid-August 1941.% 
Moreover, the shortage of food in the occupied areas steadily worsened 
from the late summer on, contributing to the sense among Nazi officials 
that “useless eaters,” the Jews above all, should be eliminated.’ 

Jews were being massacred at the front and were dying of hunger and 
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disease in detention camps and in the ghettos of Poland. In the Warsaw 
ghetto, hundreds of Jews died every day from hunger and disease. 
Adam Czerniakow writes in his diary on December 4, 1941: “Typhus is 
raging. Friends and acquaintances are dying all around me.” Mean- 
while, Goebbels wrote on June 20, 1941: “The Jews of Poland are 
gradually dying out.” He then added the familiar refrain: “A just pun- 
ishment for their agitation among the peoples and for starting the war. 
The Führer predicted this to the Jews.”?® Goebbels made these notes in 
conjunction with his own wish to deport all of Berlin’s remaining Jews 
to the Polish ghettos. Not just in Berlin but in Prague, Vienna, and the 
newly incorporated Wartheland, Nazi leaders took steps in the summer 
and fall of 1941 to deport the Jews to the east. Hans Frank in the 
Generalgouvernement insisted that his territory be “cleansed” of Jews, 
who should be sent further east, out of sight, where they could do no 
harm to developing German industries. Siberia now seemed a distant 
possibility; Madagascar appeared even more elusive. Instead, the trans- 
ports from the Reich unloaded tens of thousands of Jews into the newly 
constructed ghettos of Riga, Kaunas, Vilna, and Minsk, as well as into 
the existing ones in Warsaw, Lodz, and Lublin. Some of these transports 
fell victim to Colonel Jager’s death squads, but most were crowded into 
the stultifying ghettos. Goebbels visited the Vilna ghetto at the begin- 
ning of November 1941, as it was becoming increasingly clear that the 
war would go on and as the Jewish problem remained unsolved: “The 
initial picture on a short tour through the ghetto is horrifying. The Jews 
are all over each other, obnoxious figures, not to be looked at, not to 
mention to be touched . . . The Jews are the lice of civilized people. 
One has to somehow exterminate them [ausrotten] . . . Only if one goes 
after them with the necessary brutality, will we be done with them. If 
one protects them, one will always later on be their victim.” 

On July 31, 1941, Goring assigned Heydrich and the SS the duty “to 
make all necessary preparations—organisational, technical, and mate- 
rial—for a total solution of the Jewish question throughout the German 
sphere of influence in Europe.” A few days earlier, on July 28, Goring 
stated “that Jews residing in regions under German rule have no further 
business there.”*” Henry Friedlander calls the July 31 order a “retroac- 
tive sanction” for the Holocaust, one that compelled the German bu- 
reaucracy to cooperate with Himmler and the SS, who already had been 
charged by Hitler to deal finally with the Jewish question.%’ But it seems 
more likely that Géring continued to have in mind deporting all of the 
Jews to Soviet territory, with many of them dying in the process. 
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During the late summer of 1941, the SS and the Einsatzgruppen 
turned to more radical solutions—mass executions—which increased in 
intensity through the late fall of 1941. Then, on December 8, 1941, the 
SS began experimenting with gassing the Jews in Chelmno. They some- 
times wore white coats and stethoscopes “to dupe their victims.” 
Within a fifteen-month period, some 145,000 Jews were killed in mo- 
bile gas vans there.” The program was “judged a success,” writes Mar- 
tin Gilbert, “and was continued on an ever widening scale.”!% Al- 
though the Nazis continued to talk and think about the forced 
deportation of the Jews, mass murder gained momentum as the war on 
the eastern front continued unabated. The fall brought no relief, and 
Hitler’s realization that the war would continue through the winter in- 
creased his resolution to be done with the nettlesome Jewish prob- 
lem.1°! Einsatzgruppen, SS commanders, and ardent Nazi Gauleiters in 
the east supervised the murder of tens of thousands of Jews, with little 
or no reaction that we know of on Hitler’s part. In fact, the solution of 
mass murder was accelerated by the fact that no one seemed to object: 
not the military, nor civilian officials, nor non-Jewish local populations, 
nor the authorities in Berlin. There seemed to be both approbation and 
satisfaction among all the parties involved in the killings. 

Hitler himself was riveted to day-to-day battlefield reports and mili- 
tary planning; fashioning himself a military genius in the tradition of 
Napoleon, he had little time and remarkably little interest in dealing 
with the Jewish nemesis himself. However, with the surprising resilience 
of the British, the unexpected resistance of the Soviets, and the entry of 
the United States into the war in December after the bombing of Pearl 
Harbor, Hitler finally decided to deal with the Jewish question once and 
for all, to get it out of the way. Himmler and the SS would be given the 
go-ahead to finish off the Jews. 

Goebbel’s report of Hitler’s speech to the Gauleiters on December 
12, 1941, makes clear that the Jews would suffer the ultimate punish- 
ment for Germany’s increasingly painful war: “As far as the Jewish ques- 
tion is concerned, the Führer has decided to clear the table of the mat- 
ter. He had prophesied to the Jews that if they once again bring about a 
world war, they would experience their destruction. Those were no 
mere phrases. World War has come, the destruction of the Jews is the 
necessary consequence. This question should be looked at without any 
sentimentality. We are not here to take pity on the Jews, but only to 
have sympathy for our German people. If the German people has again 
sacrificed in the eastern campaign at present 160,000 dead, so the 
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originator of this bloody conflict should have to pay with their lives for 
it.” Some German scholars call this the fundamental decision 
(Grundsatzentscheidung) for initiating the Holocaust.” Up until this 
point, the Nazis had talked about killing Jews in terms of fighting 
Bolshevism, gaining living space, crushing the black market, and elimi- 
nating “useless eaters.” Now, the “Final Solution” was about nothing 
else but mass extermination. Frank’s report to his leading lieutenants in 
the Generalgouvernement of December 16, 1941, supports this con- 
clusion. He let it be known that the Jews “must leave . . . must disap- 
pear.” “Here are 3.5 million Jews that we can’t shoot, we can’t poison. 
But there are some things we can do, and one way or another these 
measures will successfully lead to liquidation.”!% The Polish scholar 
Bogdan Musial also notes that the mass murder of the Jews in the 
Generalgouvernement as part of the “Final Solution” was slated from 
the beginning of December 1941.10 

World War II served as a perverse excuse for genocide. It provided a 
cover for mass murder of the Jews, much as the World War I gave the 
Turks the opportunity to destroy the Armenian nation. The killing had 
already begun by the Einsatzgruppen and the Wehrmacht in the sum- 
mer and fall, without serious protest or opposition at home or abroad. 
Jews were dying by the thousands in ghettos and in transport. The Na- 
zis’ self-fulfilling prophecies of world war came true with the Japanese 
attack on Pearl Harbor on December 8, 1941, and the entrance of the 
United States into the war. There was no place to send the Jews where 
they would not endanger the Germans. The horrible treatment of the 
Jews at the front and in the ghettos dehumanized them in the Nazi eyes 
even further. 

According to the research of Christopher Browning and Gotz Aly, 
communications between Hitler, Himmler, and Heydrich gave every 
indication that the Nazi leaders had decided in October 194] that none 
of the deportation schemes were going to work and that mass murder 
was the only answer.!% Heydrich called a meeting of leading members 
of the Nazi party and government for late November 1941 to deal with 
the Jewish question in this spirit. The meeting was delayed until January 
20, 1942, when, at a Nazi villa on Wannsee on the outskirts of Berlin, 
the assembled party and state representatives discussed the physical ex- 
termination of Europe’s Jews. Theirs was a cold-blooded plan of indus- 
trial murder that involved the transportation of Europe’s Jews to SS- 
supervised concentration camps. There the Jews would either be sent to 
the gas chambers or worked and starved to death. This was the plan for 
effecting the “Final Solution”; all of Europe’s Jews were to die.107 
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Yet at the same time that plans for the Holocaust were being com- 
pleted at Wannsee, Hitler continued to talk about emigration and 
forced deportation. On January 23, 1942, in the presence of Himmler 
and a few other collaborators, the Führer insisted that “the Jew must 
clear out of Europe. Otherwise, no understanding will be possible be- 
tween Europeans. It’s the Jew who prevents everything . . . For my 
part, I restrict myself to telling them they must go away. If they break 
their pipes on the journey I can’t do anything about it. But if they re- 
fuse to go voluntarily, I see no other solution but extermination.” 

Four days later, on January 27, 1942, Hitler again talked about the 
Jews leaving Europe: “The Jews must pack up, disappear from Europe. 
Let them go to Russia. Where the Jews are concerned, I’m devoid of all 
sense of pity.” But, typically, a month later, on February 22, 1942, in 
a conversation with Himmler and a Danish SS leader, Hitler’s emphasis 
shifts back to genocide: “The discovery of the Jewish virus is one of the 
greatest revolutions that have taken place in the world. The battle in 
which we are engaged to-day is of the same sort as the battle waged, 
during the last century, by Pasteur and Koch . . . We shall regain our 
health only by eliminating the Jews.”! 

Much as before the Russian campaign, Hitler’s “table talks” (and 
Goebbels’ accounts of Hitler’s monologues at meetings and discus- 
sions) oscillated between what we would today classify as invocations 
for genocide, mass murder, and the Holocaust, and demands for ethnic 
cleansing, the forced deportation of Jews from Germany and all of Eu- 
rope. On the level of state policy and its implementation, the mania for 
deporting, isolating, and banishing the Jews to some remote corner of 
the world seamlessly evolved—almost without the Nazi authorities no- 
ticing or talking about the difference—into a campaign of mass murder 
and industrial killing, the Shoah. 


The Holocaust and the Armenian Genocide 


The Nazi murder of the Jews shared a number of important characteris- 
tics with the Armenian genocide, while also differing in profound ways. 
In both cases, the political leadership—Young Turks and Nazis—or- 
dered the mass murder, and the states they controlled created the insti- 
tutions and circumstances for the killing. In both cases, the leaders 
sought to conceal their acts and to deny the horror of their deeds. 
There can be no question of the direct responsibility of Hitler or the 
Young Turk triumvirate for the mass murders; yet, especially in the case 
of the Young Turks but also of the leading Nazis, there are no direct or- 
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ders and few unambiguous documents that prove beyond question that 
the leadership intentionally ordered mass murder. Despite this lack, bu- 
reaucrats in both the Ottoman and German states claimed they were 
following orders and fulfilling their duties. In that sense, the evidence 
for state-organized mass murder is overwhelming. 

In both cases, too, the process of genocide was cold and efficient. 
These were not predominantly pogroms or massacres in the sense of ex- 
plosions of hatred and violence against the Jews or Armenians. They 
were organized and planned acts of mass extinction, justified by reasons 
of state and promoted by ideologies of modern integral nationalism. 
Both genocides also originated in ethnic cleansing; the Nazis initially 
sought to expel the Jews from Germany and then from Nazi-occupied 
Europe before the decision was reached to eliminate them from the 
continent through mass murder. Although the evidence is more ambig- 
uous in the case of the Young Turks, it seems that their initial intention 
was to drive the Armenians from eastern Anatolia into the Syrian desert. 
In both cases, there was an escalation of and habituation to violence; 
genocide, in other words, was as much the completion of a contingent 
process as a blueprint for action. 

The categories of “functionalism” and “intentionalism” so often de- 
bated in the literature on the Holocaust do not fit either case very 
well: Functionalism emphasizes the impetus within the systems them- 
selves toward taking increasingly radical measures against the hated mi- 
nority. Intentionalism underlines the long-term plan—whether Hitler’s 
or the Young Turks’—for the elimination of the Jews or Armenians. In 
both cases, context and contingency are critical to the increasing radi- 
calization that occurred. Shifting choices under evolving circumstances 
determined both tragedies. There was nothing inevitable about them.!!2 

The utter indifference to the sufferings of the victim peoples may be 
the hardest similarity to explain; in fact, the worse the conditions of the 
Jews or Armenians, the greater seemed to be the cruelty and harshness 
of their respective persecutors. That the genocides took place under the 
cover of war is important in the sense that soldiers in the armies and 
paramilitaries were habituated to following orders, to killing, and to 
accepting suffering, both of their comrades and their victims. A Wehr- 
macht soldier wrote home of his experiences on the eastern front: “One 
becomes cruel and without feelings. One is no longer one’s self.”3 
World war in the twentieth century meant total war; in World War IL, 
twice as many civilians—old and young, women and children —would 
suffer and die as would soldiers and officers.!! But in both genocides, 
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the power of state ideologies to create the “other,” the hated and the 
despised, the enemy within, proved essential in developing the potential 
for mass murder. In both cases, the victims were dehumanized ideologi- 
cally and physically. Their degradation by their persecutors proved their 
“otherness” and inhumanity. 

The incessant barrage of Nazi anti-Semitic rhetoric and imagery reso- 
nated with traditional German anti-Semitism, creating a cultural con- 
text in which the elimination of Jews by one means or another seemed 
all too natural. The crowding of Jews into ghettos and camps, the re- 
duction of the Jewish population to passive, gaunt-eyed, disease-ridden 
skeletons, seemed to make the gas chambers all the more reasonable to 
the Nazis. Similarly, the actual physical deterioration of the Armenians, 
as they were forced to march through the desert, starving, begging, and 
diseased, contributed to the Turkish rationale for mass murder. The 
elimination of the Armenians, as well as the eventual attack on the 
Greeks, also took place in the realm of state ideology—in this case a dis- 
tortion of Islamic ideas of superiority and a devaluation of traditionally 
tolerant, protective relations with non-Christian peoples. Modern Turk- 
ish nationalism also took an increasingly anti-Armenian turn in the peri- 
od after the Adana massacres of 1908 and the outbreak of the war in 
1914. The culture of periodic Armenian massacres at the end of the 
nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries did not help. 

Both the Holocaust and the Armenian case highlight the central 
place of women as important objects of ethnic cleansing and genocide. 
Unlike war, even the totalistic wars of the twentieth century, ethnic 
cleansing and genocide focus almost exclusively on unarmed civilians 
rather than armed military populations, on women and girls rather than 
on men and boys. Men tend to be those who emigrate or flee, join par- 
tisans or foreign armies to resist, or are required to work in labor battal- 
ions or special industries. Women usually, though not always, stay at 
home with the young and the aged and are vulnerable to attack. The 
ideologies of genocide and ethnic cleansing also focus on women as the 
cultural and biological repository of the nation. Women pass on to their 
children the memory, the codes, and the symbols of nationhood. They 
perpetuate the nation by bearing and nursing the nation’s children. 
Women are assaulted, therefore, because they are there and because 
they are females. 

Armenian women were deported, attacked, raped, killed, and some- 
times denationalized through forced conversion to Islam and absorp- 
tion into Muslim families. Nazi racial theory made the latter “solution” 
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untenable for Jewish women. Especially before mass murder became 
the Nazis’ means of solving the Jewish problem, they directly assaulted 
Jewish women’s ability to bear children by developing methods of 
forced sterilization.!!5 After Wannsee, the Nazis focused their attention 
on killing off the future of the Jewish people by murdering women and 
children. Mary Felstiner emphasizes the unequal victimization of Jewish 
women by noting that the women and children were usually the first to 
be sent to the gas chambers. Jewish men, though also slated to die, were 
more often selected out for hard labor and a variety of camp duties.!!% 
But many scholars and survivors are reluctant to draw distinctions be- 
tween the fate of men and women in circumstances in which being Jew- 
ish under the Nazis overwhelmed gender differences,!!” 

The intensity of Nazi racial ideology and its maniacal pseudo-biologi- 
cal underpinnings in the end distinguishes the Holocaust from the Ar- 
menian genocide in quite profound ways. The Nazi state and its loyal 
bureaucracy was capable of industrializing murder in ways the Otto- 
mans could not imagine. But it was the creation of an “anti-race,” the 
Jews, “infectious” anywhere and everywhere, that pervaded the Holo- 
caust. If banished to Palestine, Madagascar, or the Arctic north of Sibe- 
ria, they would eventually destroy one another and expire, as parasites 
deprived of the bodies on which they feed always do. If the Third Reich 
and Europe could not be ethnically cleansed of the Jews, then Hitler 
meant to hunt them down and destroy them wherever they lived and 
breathed. The Nazis also indicated that Jews around the world would 
not be safe after the victory of the Third Reich.!!® Although the Young 
Turks considered the Armenians a “race” and indeed threatened them 
and their existence outside Turkish borders in the Caucasus, the central 
issue remained their removal, one way or another, with as much death 
and suffering as required, from Ottoman Anatolia. Only because so 
much death was finally required by the Young Turks to carry out their 
plans do we label the Armenian case genocide. The Holocaust was con- 
ducted at a different level of magnitude altogether. The appropriately 
labeled Nazi Rassenwahn—racial madness—saw ethnic cleansing mu- 
tate into a kind of mass murder unknown before or since. 


EEEE THREE NEH E 


Soviet Deportation of the Chechens-Ingush 
and the Crimean Tatars 


From its inception, the Soviet state sought to mobilize its citizens and, 
at the same time, to control them. These dichotomous goals plagued 
the Soviet system until its very end. One of the ways of mobilizing the 
large non-Russian populations of the Soviet Eurasian land mass was to 
grant them autonomy and a measure of self-government. With their 
success in the 1917 revolution, the Bolsheviks quickly reneged on 
promises to the nationalities of independence and the right of secession. 
Instead, in the 1920s and early 1930s, Soviet nationality policy encour- 
aged the subject peoples to develop their national self-consciousness 
within the finite borders of a geographical unit.! The Soviet state built 
up indigenous national elites within these units and provided them with 
a structure of governance over their respective peoples. Where it was 
impossible to provide measures of self-government for nationalities at 
the lowest level of organization—that is, in the autonomous regions, or 
oblasts—the Soviet government instituted ethnically based collective 
farms (kolkhozes) and state farms (sovkhozes). Thus, in the Crimean 
region, which was part of the Russian federation, there were Jewish, 
German, Armenian, Tatar, and Bulgarian collective and state farms, 
which were encouraged to foster their respective ethnic heritage and 
culture? 

As the first commissar of nationalities and a native of the Caucasus, 
Stalin recognized the inherent power of nationalism to destroy the new 
Soviet multinational state. Therefore, under his leadership, this elabo- 
rate hierarchy of formalistic autonomy for individual ethnic groups was 
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created to harness the national strivings of the peoples of the Soviet Un- 
ion to the newly constructed authority. The idea was that the USSR 
would be “national in form and socialist in content” until that time 
when national differences would fade away. Meanwhile, the Communist 
Party would carry on its propaganda to inculcate the lessons of social- 
ism among the less progressive nations of the union, and any sign of ris- 
ing nationalism—which could only be bourgeois and reactionary— 
would be crushed. 

At the same time, the Soviet state was determined to exert centralized 
control over the movement of its population, despite the country’s vast 
territories and multinational character. The process of recording popu- 
lation statistics and channeling the migration and resettlement of vast 
numbers of people had already been initiated by the imperial govern- 
ment. Nineteenth-century military statisticians and planners developed 
elaborate models for dealing with the empire’s far-flung nationalities.3 
The All-Russian Imperial Census of 1897, the first complete census in 
Russian history, was designed to speed the process of modernization by 
creating a numerical basis for taxation, military service, and citizenship. 
During the First World War, in particular, the Russian authorities used 
these nationality categories to deport over a million subjects of the em- 
pire: Jews, Germans, Muslims, Chinese, and Koreans, among others.‘ 

Soviet statisticians and census planners built on the imperial founda- 
tions, but with an even more lively interest in identifying and categoriz- 
ing national differences for the purposes of population management.’ 
In being counted, classified, and ordered by region, town, and national- 
ity, the Soviet population was homogenized in its diversity and placed at 
the mercy of what Richard Stites labels “administrative Utopianism.”¢ 
Central planners identified and transported hundreds of thousands of 
young people and workers to build new cities in Siberia and construct 
dams and canals in hitherto inaccessible reaches of the country. Nickel 
mining and processing plants were built in the Arctic region and steel 
factories in the Siberian tundra. Peasants from Ukraine were sent to 
farm vast stretches of land in Kazakhstan and western Siberia. Mean- 
while, national minorities were kept in place or moved as the state saw 
fit. In his history of the building of the city of Magnitogorsk, entitled 
Magnetic Mountain, Stephen Kotkin describes this process as integral to 
the civilization of the Soviet Union. The Soviet state, he writes, sought 
to reconstitute “the demographic makeup of the country, person by 
person.” As a Magnitogorsk newspaper stated the issue: “The popula- 
tion is a matter of utmost political importance.”” 
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Soviet nationality policy, central planning, and an ideology of high 
modernism were not enough to manage a population as diverse in its 
interests and background, and at such different stages of development, 
as the Soviet one. Police control and surveillance were critical to the 
process. The establishment of the secret police system started with the 
Cheka in 1918 as a “Special Commission” for fighting “counterrevolu- 
tion and sabotage.” But these “repressive organs” (GPU, OGPU, 
NKVD, and later KGB) were crucial for the maintenance of Soviet 
power and the management of nationalities in their discrete republics or 
autonomous units. With the establishment of an elaborate program of 
residency permits and the institution of the Passport system at the end 
of the 1920s and beginning of the 1930s, Moscow’s control over the 
population tightened, making it possible to move large numbers of peo- 
ple for purposes of regional development, construction, punishment, or 
a combination of all three.’ If the goal was to mobilize the country for 
the attainment of socialism, then—in theory anyway—no one could opt 
out or disappear. Control of the borders, control of population move- 
ment, and control of the workplace were intended to ensure full partici- 
pation. 

The Communist Party of the Soviet Union, its institutions, and its 
leadership—first Lenin and then Stalin—sought to complete and make 
perfect these various mechanisms of control. The party insisted on unity 
and hierarchy, accountability and reporting. But as much of the new re- 
search on Stalinism demonstrates, local institutions, groups of individu- 
als, and communities of one sort or another found ways to participate in 
the system to their own benefit and to resist party rescripts by indirect 
methods.? The system, in other words, was used against itself: high 
modernism, as James Scott points out in a number of other cases 
around the world, often trips on the obstacles of local economic systems 
and human preferences.!° This was especially true of the Sovietization of 
the nationalities. Their own interpretation of their rights and needs 
were in subtle but very real conflict with the expressed wishes of the So- 
viet state. 

In a system motivated by Marxist-Leninist ideology, mobilization de- 
pended on successful combat with and defeat of the system’s enemies. 
The aristocracy and bourgeoisie were the initial enemies of the new So- 
viet state, but they were roundly defeated, according to Soviet concep- 
tions, in the Civil War. The kulaks—supposedly wealthy farmers and 
their families—were identified as enemies of the state in the late 1920s 
and, in 1932, they were deported en masse—some 1,100,000 people 
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altogether—to the Far North, Central Asia, and Siberia. Engineers, 
technical specialists, and other remaining bourgeois enemies were simi- 
larly dealt with at the beginning of the 1930s.!? Amir Weiner has sug- 
gested that a critical moment in this history of attacks on class enemies 
came in 1936, with the promulgation of the new Soviet (“Stalin”) con- 
stitution, which proclaimed the attainment of socialism and the creation 
of the legal category of “enemies of the people.” From this point for- 
ward, Weiner argues, national (or “biological”) enemies tended to re- 
place class ones, and deportations focused on enemy peoples rather than 
enemy classes. In some senses, the categories of class and nation were 
conflated into one.!3 

After 1937, for the first time in Soviet rhetoric, the “Great Russian” 
nation was elevated above all of the others. The Russians became the 
“first among equals,” to whom the others looked with deep regard and 
a sacralized “feeling of friendship, love, and gratitude.”'* Around the 
same time, many smaller national units and subunits were eliminated as 
reactionary and unnecessary.! In 1937, 1938, and 1939, large national- 
ity groups were subjected to forced deportations.!® A significant per- 
centage of the Finnish population was deported from the border re- 
gions of Karelia.” The Koreans and Chinese were removed from the 
Pacific region, supposedly for security reasons, and deported to 
Kazakhstan. Poles and Germans were removed from homelands in the 
west and deported to Central Asia as well. In particular, the fall 1937 
deportation of the Koreans from the Far East to Kazakhstan served as a 
valuable precedent for similar large-scale operations that followed.'* So- 
viet planners learned lessons about how to conduct military-like opera- 
tions against their own people, using surprise and speed as their most 
valuable weapons to uproot masses of unsuspecting citizens. They de- 
veloped techniques for transporting large numbers of people by rail and 
trained NKVD special units to do the business of deportation, both at 
its starting point and at its destination in Kazakhstan.!? Perhaps even 
more significantly, the Soviet government deported for the first time an 
entire nation: all the Koreans, the young and the old, workers and peas- 
ants, party members and not. 

Up to this point, the Soviet deportation of nations focused on the 
borderlands, where, the authorities believed, national minorities were 
vulnerable to enemy penetration. Germans, Poles, Ukrainians, Finns, 
and Estonians were cleansed from the western border regions and sent 
to the east as a way to prepare for the eventuality of war and for poten- 
tial treachery on the part of the nationalities. Eventually, 1.2 million out 
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of some 1.5 million Soviet Germans were moved to the east—by far the 
largest single group of exiles in the history of Soviet deportations.” 
Similarly, Koreans and Chinese were cleared out of eastern border areas 
and moved to the west. These were essentially preventative deporta- 
tions, rather than punitive ones, and the scale of violence and loss of 
lives was much less than the punitive deportations of the kulaks earlier, 
or of the nations of the northern Caucasus during the war. 


The Background to the 1944 Deportations 


Ethnic cleansing and genocide often take place against the background 
of war or during the transition from war to peace. World War II exacer- 
bated in every way Stalin’s fears regarding national enemies at home 
and abroad. In the process of fighting a war and suffering occupation by 
the Germans, the Soviet population itself became much more national- 
istic. Both officially and unofficially, the language of class all but disap- 
peared, while ideas of racial affinity for other Slavic nations grew mark- 
edly and racial stereotypes of Germans, Jews, Caucasians, and Central 
Asians hardened. If Hitler considered the German attack on the Soviet 
Union as a colossal “struggle of two world views against each other,” 
Stalin viewed the war as a fight to the death between Slavs and Ger- 
mans.?! Both sides saw it as a race war: for the Nazis, against the Judeo- 
Bolsheviks; for the Soviets, against the Teutonic invaders. 

Soviet propaganda about the clash with the Germans exalted the Rus- 
sian people above all others. In his first great wartime speech, on No- 
vember 7, 1941, Stalin invoked a series of historical defenders of the Fa- 
therland to inspire his nation in war: the Princes Aleksandr Nevskii and 
Dmitrii Donskoi, who fought Teutonic knights and Tatars; the heroes 
of the “Time of Troubles,” Kuzma Minin and Dmitrii Pozharskii; and 
the great generals of the Napoleanic Wars, Aleksandr Suvorov and 
Mikhail Kutuzov. Very few could miss the fact that all of them were 
Russians. The newspapers were full of Russian nationalist rhetoric. “On 





the eve of a bitter battle, we say to ourselves, as Suvorov said at such 
moments to his marvelous fighters: ‘We are Russians!’” wrote a Red 
Star journalist. “Patriotism is a feeling formed in our people over centu- 
ries,” wrote another. “Now, in wartime, we even more warmly and 
closely sense our blood tie with the founders and creators of Great Rus- 
sian culture.” 

Especially as a wartime leader, Stalin looked at his role as that of a 
Russian tsar, conflating his own Soviet and Russian identity as vozhd— 
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leader.® One should not make too much of this; Stalin would and did 
use almost any persona to achieve his goals. Still, he did not appeal to 
the “freedom-fighting” traditions of the Ukrainian Cossacks or peoples 
of the Caucasus, since too often those traditions were developed during 
their struggles against the Russian tsars.?* To be sure, some local nation- 
alist patriotism was invoked by Ukrainian and Belorussian party leaders 
as a way to bolster resistance. But this was extremely rare among the 
non-Slavic peoples of the USSR. Soviet propaganda made it all too ap- 
parent that, in the end, the inherent superiority of the Russian people 
and the Slavs was responsible for the victory in the war. 

It may be too much to suggest that Stalin and Hitler learned from 
one another during the war. Certainly, Hitler and other leading Nazis 
repeatedly expressed admiration for Stalin’s ruthlessness in eliminating 
political enemies and unflinching willingness to sacrifice countless lives 
and valuable materiel to military victory. In the spring of 1940, Hitler 
told Mussolini that “the Georgian Stalin had succeeded in gaining the 
upper hand and suppressed Jewish influence; the Soviet Union was now 
reunited with eternal Muscovy.”?” For Hitler, Stalin was variously a 
“crafty Caucasian,” “a barbarian of genius,” “a tremendous personal- 
ity,” “a beast, but a beast on a giant scale.” Hitler saw Stalin, writes 
Trevor-Roper, “as his only worthy enemy.”?® Stalin’s thoughts about his 
Nazi opponent were more opaque and, given the paucity of sources, 
hard to know. But there were times when Stalin clearly admired the 
Nazi dictator. Robert Tucker notes that one such moment was Hitler’s 
1934 purge of Ernst Roehm. “Have you heard what happened in Ger- 
many? Some fellow [molodets!] that Hitler. Knows how to treat his po- 
litical opponents.”2? Even after the war was over, Stalin rued the end of 
a valuable partnership. According to his daughter, Svetlana Alliluyeva, 
he often remarked: “Ekh, together with the Germans we would have 
been invincible.”%° 

By the end of the war, Stalin shared many aspects of Hitler’s anti- 
Semitism. Nazi-inspired racial thinking, including vicious stereotyping 
of the Jews, also permeated Soviet society in the immediate postwar pe- 
riod. Especially those Ukrainians, Belorussians, Balts, and Russians who 
had lived under Nazi occupation absorbed much of the propaganda and 
saw the consequences of anti-Semitism. In this case, the views of society 
and of the leadership meshed. Stalin and his lieutenants increasingly 
looked at Jews and at the Jewish Anti-Fascist Committee with a jaun- 
diced eye. Its leaders were forbidden to publish the Black Book of Soviet 
Jewry, which documented Nazi crimes against the Jews. Any mention of 
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special Jewish suffering during the war was denounced as anti-Soviet 
and suppressed. The committee itself was finally closed down in 1948, 
accused in the most dangerous terms of anti-Soviet activities and of sup- 
plying information to foreign intelligence. On January 12, 1948, the fa- 
mous Jewish actor and leader of the committee, Solomon Mikhoels, 
was found brutally murdered in Minsk, repeatedly run over by a truck. 
Recently released Soviet documents provide proof that the order to ar- 
range for a “speedy liquidation” of Mikhoels came directly from Stalin 
to his secret police functionary Viktor Abakumov.*! 

Vicious, Nazi-like anti-Semitic caricatures appeared in the Soviet 
press accompanying the January 1953 announcement of the so-called 
Doctors’ Plot. A group of Kremlin doctors, almost all of Jewish back- 
ground, were accused of plotting the death of high government and 
party officials, Stalin included, in association with CIA and Zionist col- 
laborators. A wider and wider ring of Soviet leaders was implicated in 
the plot. Before Stalin’s death on March 15, 1953, rumors spread all 
over Moscow that the entire Jewish population of Russia would be 
transported en masse to Siberia.?? Scholars are still debating the veracity 
of the reported deportation plans. 

Although determined to refute obvious comparisons between the 
Nazi regime and its own, the new postwar Soviet state continued to fos- 
ter an ideology that maintained the domination of the Russian (and, to 
a lesser extent, Ukrainian and Belorussian) nations over the others. The 
multinational Soviet state was to take its cues from “the most outstand- 
ing [nation] of all,” the Russians.*? In film, the popular press, and in ac- 
counts of the war, the Russians were lauded as the senior and most im- 
portant nation of the Soviet Union. If, in the 1930s, history books 
reversed the earlier Soviet condemnation of Russian imperialism in Cen- 
tral Asia and the Caucasus, historians of the period of postwar “high 
Stalinism” unabashedly lauded the Russian nation for bringing civiliza- 
tion and development to the backward peoples of the Russian Empire. 
During the war and after, Stalin also emphasized a strong neo-pan-Slav 
element in the foreign relations of the Soviet Union. The Soviets’ East 
European allies were similarly encouraged to foster Slavic consciousness 
in their policies at home and abroad. However, like pan-Slavism in the 
nineteenth century, Russia was the big brother, the senior partner, the 
most important of the Slavic peoples. The others—the Czechs, Slovaks, 
Bulgarians, Serbs, and so on—were there to foster Russia’s aims and 
support its policies. 

In this context, the new Soviet man (and woman) was to look like a 
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Russian (Belorussian or Ukrainian), speak like a Russian, and—if not ac- 
tually be Russian or Slavic—to recognize the inherent superiority of the 
Russians in the historical development of the lands in which he or she 
lived and in contemporary affairs. Soviet patriotism, as it emerged from 
the war, tried to absorb the experiences of the subject nations into that 
of the Russians. After all, numerous non-Slavic soldiers served shoul- 
der to shoulder with Russians, Belorussians, and Ukrainians during the 
war. Many learned Russian for the first time and felt a sense of accom- 
plishment and pride in common victory. However, any nation that 
stood in the way of this melding of Soviet and Russian patriotism was 
imperiled. The deportations of Chechens-Ingush and of the Crimean 
Tatars in 1944 can be understood only as part of this story. 


Chechens and Ingush 


Joanna Nichols tells us that the Chechens and Ingush are “distinct eth- 
nic groups with distinct languages, but so closely related and so similar 
that it is convenient to describe them together.”*> The history of these 
peoples in the northern Caucasus goes back almost six thousand years.*° 
The strength of clan ties to their neighbors and their villages in the 
mountains and valleys of the region are deep and abiding, more so than 
to any idea of Chechen or Ingush “nationhood,” separately or individu- 
ally, or to particular territorial boundaries.” Known in the period up to 
the 1917 revolution simply as gor’tsy or “mountaineers,” the Chechens 
and Ingush operated as clans and groups of clans, sometimes more 
closely tied to other “nations” in the region than to their own “people.” 
This was true of the neighboring Muslim peoples of Daghestan, as well 
as the Karachaevtsy and Balkars, who, together with the Chechens and 
Ingush, endured deportation during World War II. 

With the Russian penetration of the Caucasus in the first half of the 
nineteenth century, Chechens and Ingush—like other Muslim moun- 
taineers—found themselves the object of Cossack raids and incursions 
into what they thought was their homeland, and they fought bitterly to 
preserve the integrity of their customs and law. When the Cossacks es- 
tablished settlements and forts in the lowlands and foothills, the 
Chechens and Ingush pulled back to the mountains and engaged in pe- 
riodic raids and forays against the new Russian settlers. Chechens and 
Ingush participated widely in the uprising led by the great Daghestani 
warrior Imam Shamil which dominated the northern Caucasus from 
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1840 to 1859 and held such a deep fascination for nineteenth-century 
Russian writers like Lev Tolstoy and Nikolai Lermontov. 

Despite Bolshevik rhetoric about liberating the peoples of the region 
from Russian colonialism, the most severe trials of the Chechen and 
Ingush peoples were to come during the Soviet period. Chechens and 
Ingush fought in the Civil War to maintain their autonomy. Tt took the 
Bolsheviks and the Red Army until 1925 to crush the resistance of the 
mountaineers and begin the process of Sovietization. But even then, re- 
sistance continued. The Chechens and Ingush fought collectivization, 
which even Soviet scholars noted simply did not fit the migratory agri- 
cultural economy of the majority of the people.%* Chechens and Ingush 
would kill their animals and burn their grain before they would turn it 
over to procurement officials. In 1932 and 1933 they fought pitched 
battles with Red Army and police officials, killing a substantial number 
before succumbing to inclusion into collective farms. Throughout the 
1930s, Chechens and Ingush withstood the onslaught of Soviet “civ- 
ilization,” whether it was forced industrialization, collectivization, 
mandatory agricultural deliveries, or more benign policies like literacy 
campaigns, secularization programs, and mass education initiatives. 
Chechen women and girls continued to stay in their homes, with their 
flocks, or in the fields; Chechen men increasingly turned to the Sufi 
brotherhoods that provided shelter and relief from Sovietization cam- 
paigns. 

As with the other small nations of the northern Caucasus, the Soviet 
authorities promoted forms of territorial autonomy for the Chechens 
and Ingush, while pressuring them to conform to socialist norms and 
institutions. Initially, the Soviets set up a Soviet Mountain Republic in 
1921 that comprised most of the peoples of the northern Caucasus, in- 
cluding the Chechens and Ingush, with the exception of those who 
were living in the Daghestan Socialist Republic. But in 1922 the Soviets 
decided to break up the Mountain Republic in favor of smaller national 
units, including a Chechen autonomous oblast. In 1925, after repeated 
skirmishes with the Chechens, Moscow focused a major military ef- 
fort—including air power and artillery—on the region in an attempt to 
disarm the Chechens and “remove the chiefs of counter-revolutionary 
banditry.”* After a decade of struggle with the Chechens and Ingush, 
Moscow combined them in a Chechen-Ingush autonomous province, 
as part of the campaign to amalgamate the smaller peoples of the Soviet 
Union. Today, once again, there are separate republics of Chechnya and 
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Ingushetiya within the Russian Federation, incipient “countries”—like 
many others in the former territory of the Soviet Union—which were 
essentially created by Bolshevik nationality policy. 


The Chechens-Ingush during World War II 


Relations between the Soviet authorities and the Chechens-Ingush dur- 
ing the 1930s can only be described as deeply troubled. From the So- 
viet point of view, the region was infested with “counterrevolutionary 
bandits,” who received sustenance from the local population.*! The 
NKVD recorded incessant fighting between their units in the region 
and the Chechens-Ingush. At the outbreak of the war, the NKVD 
claimed to have liquidated 963 gangs in the northern Caucasus, with 
some 17,563 members; by far the largest number were Chechens.” 
From his work in NKVD archives, Nikolai Bugai has documented doz- 
ens of anti-Soviet conspiracies among Chechens and Ingush during the 
period 1941-1943, including the development of a “national socialist” 
party that allegedly planned an uprising to coincide with the invasion of 
the Chechen lands by the Nazis.” The Chechen émigré historian 
Abdurakhman Avtorkhanov believes that the reports of counterrevolu- 
tionary bandits were purposely inflated by members of the NKVD for 
careerist purposes; Aleksandr Nekrich also asserts that the battles of the 
1930s were much exaggerated.** Nevertheless, when the Germans 
dropped parachutists, both Germans and émigré mountaineers, into the 
region in the late summer and early fall of 1942, they found some sup- 
port from local groups. Large numbers of Chechens and Ingush joined 
up, like other members of the nations of the northern Caucasus, to fight 
for the Soviet Union in “the Great Patriotic War.” But many resisted in- 
duction, and those who enlisted were often not trusted. As a conse- 
quence, mandatory military service was suspended in the region in late 
1942.5 

World War II provided the immediate background for the deporta- 
tions of the Chechen and Ingush peoples. The official justification for 
the deportations emphasized the collaboration of the Chechens during 
the fighting: “Many Chechens and Ingush were traitors to the home- 
land, changing over to the side of the fascist occupiers, joining the ranks 
of diversionaries and spies left behind the lines of the Red Army by the 
Germans. They formed armed bands at the behest of the Germans 
fighting against Soviet power.”#° While it is unlikely that the Chechens 
were any more enthusiastic about the Soviet war effort than other Mus- 
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lims of the northern Caucasus or Central Asia, it is also unlikely that 
they were less so. The issue of the exact extent of Chechen-Ingush col- 
laboration cannot be fully answered without a thorough investigation of 
relevant Soviet and German archives. But available evidence indicates 
that they did not collaborate in any significant way. Moreover, they par- 
ticipated in the war effort at a level similar to that of other non-Russian 
peoples who were not subjected to removal from their homelands.*” 
John Dunlop confirms the observations of the first historians of the 
Chechen-Ingush deportations, Aleksandr Nekrich and Robert Con- 
quest, that there were no more than a hundred recorded instances of 
“aiding and abetting” the enemy.** Even an NKVD report from the pe- 
riod stated that no more than 335 “bandits” were in the republic.*? 
Why then were they deported? The explanation is two-fold and goes 
back to rationalizations of state (shaping the “body politic”) and ratio- 
nalizations of history (settling old scores), both of which were more 
easily dealt with during wartime. 

Although hardly the collaborators portrayed by the Soviets, the 
Chechens and Ingush were unquestionably a thorn in the side of Mos- 
cow authorities. As Muslim mountain peoples, nearly a half-million al- 
together, the Chechens and Ingush maintained much more cultural and 
religious autonomy than the Soviets liked. Aleksandr Iakovlev suggests 
that the Soviet authorities felt particularly threatened by the “anti- 
Soviet” Sufi Muslim brotherhoods that flourished in the mountains 
during the war.5 Documents from the regional party organization 
(obkom) speak of the resiliency of the Chechen clan leadership in the 
face of Soviet education and propaganda campaigns and of the difficulty 
of recruiting Chechens into Grozny’s working class, associated almost 
exclusively with the local oil industry.5! Chechen women were particu- 
larly hard for the party to reach, primarily because their fathers and hus- 
bands, inside and outside the party and government, refused to allow 
their participation in public affairs.*? 

Stalin and Beria would not forget easily how the Chechens and 
Ingush resisted pacification during the Civil War and after. Also fresh in 
Soviet leaders’ memories was Chechen and Ingush resistance to collec- 
tivization, which included pitched battles with armed units.5 The at- 
tachment of the Chechen and Ingush to their homelands, the difficulty 
of imposing modern state forms on a resilient traditional society, and 
the ability of the Chechens and Ingush to resist both direct pressures 
from Moscow and the modernization expected from the granting of na- 
tional institutional forms made the Soviet leadership determined to deal 
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with them once and for all. This was a Soviet-style final solution to an 
ongoing and scabrous problem of national antagonism. 


The Deportations 


Beria was in full charge of the Operation in the northern Caucasus. 
When the Red Army liberated the Caucasus from the last Wehrmacht 
units in January and February 1943, Beria initiated the first discussions 
of operation Chechevista.5 In October 1943 he sent his deputy Bogdan 
Kobulov to the region to collect information about the potential depor- 
tation of the Chechens and Ingush. By the end of 1943, the govern- 
ment had bivouacked Red Army and NKVD troops in Chechen and 
Ingush towns with the explanation that the units were taking a rest 
from the war and would soon be returned to the front. Some of the sol- 
diers engaged in the charade of practicing for mountain warfare. The 
troops mixed easily with the villagers, often eating and living in their 
homes and joining them in their customs. On the night of February 
23-24, 1944, Beria ordered the Operation to start. He called in 
Chechen party leaders and told them about the fate of their people. 
Comrade Molaev, the representative of the Chechen Autonomous Re- 
public to the Sovnarkom, wept bitterly but in the end offered his ser- 
vices to make the deportations proceed more smoothly.** Troops went 
from house to house informing the residents that they had a half an 
hour (in some cases a bit more, in some less) to get themselves ready for 
transport. Many of the men were rounded up at work or in the fields 
and taken directly to the railheads.5” Non-Chechen students were sent 
out from Grozny to the most important of the depopulated collective 
farms to keep them functioning until new settlers arrived.58 Troops as- 
sembled villagers and townspeople, loaded them onto trucks—many 
deportees remembered that they were Studebakers, fresh from Lend- 
Lease deliveries over the Iranian border—and delivered them at previ- 
ously designated railheads. Anyone who resisted was shot, but the 
NKVD reported only sporadic cases of resistance. From the railway 
stations, the Chechen and Ingush nations were loaded into boxcars and 
sent off to Kazakhstan and Kirghizia, which were to be their domiciles 
until the mid-1950s. 

The NKVD ordered all Chechens and Ingush out of their homelands. 
No exceptions were allowed. Party leaders, war heroes, and famous 
writers and artists were sometimes sent separately under somewhat 
better circumstances, but everyone had to go. Those who could not be 
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moved were shot. In one particularly grisly case in the snowbound vil- 
lage of Khaibakh (Galanchozhskii district), NKVD troops herded some 
730 villagers from the area into a horse barn, set it afire, and shot those 
who tried to break away from the inferno, their hair and clothes in 
flames.‘! Despite the careful planning and NKVD claims to a flawless 
operation, significant numbers of Chechen fighters escaped to the high 
mountain passes of the Caucasus. Chechens who somehow managed to 
avoid deportation joined them; but any Chechen or Ingush identified 
after the deportations was treated as a “bandit” and shot on sight or 
sent off to hard labor.‘ These few fighters aside, the entire Chechen 
and Ingush nations, 496,460 people, were deported from their home- 
land.“ In theory, all the Chechens and Ingush living within the borders 
ofthe USSR were designated for deportation. Some 30,000 Chechens 
living in northwestern Daghestan were deported, as were Chechens and 
Ingush living in northern Ossetia.®* Whether they were serving in army 
units or laboring in NKVD camps in the north, Chechens and Ingush 
were sent with their brethren to Kazakhstan and Kirghizia. 

As in every case of ethnic cleansing and forced deportation of peo- 
ples, large numbers of Chechens died in the process. Some 3,000 per- 
ished even before being deported. The NKVD readily supplied precise 
(and unquestionably low) figures about the numbers who died during 
transport, mostly the old, the infirm, and the very young. One can ex- 
trapolate from these separate figures that roughly 10,000 died from dis- 
ease, hunger, and cold. The rail cars were sealed; there was no food or 
water; sanitation was nonexistent. Typhus left thousands dead and dy- 
ing. The trains stopped periodically to dispose of corpses, but the locals 
were forbidden to help. Archival documents are filled with regrets on 
the part of health officials that the ostensibly scheduled stops for food 
and medical care never seemed to be observed or were forbidden by the 
NKVD.” 

The largest death toll came in the days and months after arrival— 
roughly 100,000 in the first three years (again extrapolating from 
NKVD statistics). The local authorities were simply not prepared for 
the influx of these “special settlers,” a classification previously reserved 
primarily for kulaks.® Despite NKVD orders to Kazakh and Kirghiz 
communist parties to make building and working materials available 
the settlers and to provide adequate food and clothing at the deportees’ 
destinations, the Chechens and Ingush found themselves without work, 
food, clothing or shelter.” Women and children foraged for edible 
grasses. Ragged orphans wandered about aimlessly. Already fearfully 
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impoverished, local officials were often unwilling to help. The Chechens 
and Ingush died by the tens of thousands in wretched poverty. 


The Aftermath 


Some Chechen and Ingush historians assert that the deportations of 
1944 constituted genocide against their nations. But if it was genocide, 
it was genocide with a particular Soviet twist. Stalin and Beria’s goal—as 
best we can tell—was to destroy the Chechen and Ingush nations with- 
out necessarily eliminating their peoples. Certainly, the fate of the 
Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Republic leads one to think that the So- 
viet leaders were in search of a permanent solution to the Chechen 
question. The region was officially dissolved in 1944, and neighboring 
Daghestan, northern Ossetia, Georgia, and Stavropol region eagerly 
seized and absorbed their designated sections of the Chechen and 
Ingush lands.” The new inhabitants renamed towns and villages, bull- 
dozed graveyards and monuments, and erased any remaining signs of 
the Chechen presence in the region. No one spoke of the deportations 
in the newspapers, in meetings, or in public. Post-deportation records 
of Grozny obkom meetings never mention the peoples who had once 
lived there.” They disappeared even from history books and encyclope- 
dias. In exile in Kazakhstan and Kirghizia, the Chechens and Ingush 
were forbidden from using their language in schools or from fostering 
their culture in any public way. 

Even after the death of Stalin in March 1953, the Soviet authorities 
refused to allow the Chechens to return to their homelands, though a 
few began to make their way back to the northern Caucasus. After 
Khrushchev’s secret speech in February 1956 called attention to the vi- 
olations and “excesses” of Stalinist policy in the treatment of Soviet na- 
tionalities, thousands of Chechens and Ingush began the long trek back 
to the mountains. But unlike other nationalities, the Chechens and 
Ingush were explicitly forbidden to return to their homelands. Al- 
though their status as special settlers was dropped, “this does not mean 
that they have the right to the return of their property confiscated dur- 
ing their expulsion, nor do they have the right to return to the places, 
from which they were expelled,” stated the directive of the Supreme So- 
viet.”* In fact, the Soviet government intended to prevent the Chechens 
and Ingush from returning home and to create for them an autono- 
mous region in Kazakhstan or in Chimkent in Uzbekistan.” But 
Chechen and Ingush party leaders and intelligentsia resolutely rejected 
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any such solution to their problems.” There were mounting reports 
from the region of fighting, even armed clashes, between returning 
Chechens and Ingush and those people who had moved into their 
houses and villages after the deportations. Despite opposition from the 
new bosses of the Chechen-Ingush territory, in 1957 the Soviet govern- 
ment finally consented to allow some 17,000 Chechen and Ingush fam- 
ilies to return to their homelands. Even more arrived in the region, but 
they refused “categorically” to go to those areas where they were told 
to settle. Instead, the Chechens and Ingush returned to their homes 
and drove out the inhabitants; shootings and even killings were re- 
ported.”6 

At the end of 1957 the Chechen and Ingush Autonomous Republic 
was reestablished, and all the Chechens and Ingush were allowed to re- 
turn to their homes.” But problems with the Chechens were far from 
over. Between 1958 and 1972 the Ministry of Internal Affairs reported 
that nearly one out of six Chechen and Ingush adults, some 115,455 
people, were brought before the authorities on charges of criminal be- 
havior. In January 1973 serious armed confrontations broke out be- 
tween Soviet authorities in Grozny and the Chechens and Ingush. The 
party attributed the problems to the clan and Islamic loyalties of the na- 
tive population.’® The superficial and incomplete Sovietization of the 
Chechen and Ingush nations and the repeated penalties they were 
forced to pay for this fact left them the most serious internal enemy of 
the Moscow regime. 


The Crimean Tatars 


The Crimean Tatars descended from the great Mongol khanates which 
ruled vast stretches of the Eurasian continent during the medieval and 
early modern periods. As one of the heirs to the Mongol empire, the 
Crimean khanate reached its apogee in the fourteenth and fifteenth cen- 
turies. Initially allied with the Ottoman sultan and then forced into be- 
ing his vassal and client, the Crimean khans tried to maintain their inde- 
pendence by playing off Ottoman power in the region against the 
growing ambitions of the Russian Empire on the northern littoral of the 
Black Sea. The first serious Russian incursions into the region came at 
the beginning of the eighteenth century under the reign of Peter the 
Great (1698-1725). By the end of the century, the Ottoman Empire 
was in serious decline and the ambitions and armed victories of 
Catherine the Great (1762-1796) brought the Crimea and the north- 








100 = FIRES OF HATRED 


ern Black Sea coast under Russian rule. In 1783, with great pomp and 
circumstance, Catherine proclaimed the Crimean peninsula part of 
Russia. 

The fate of the Crimean Tatars in imperial Russia was different than 
that of the Chechens and Ingush, though both groups were Muslim. 
The Tatar aristocracy assimilated with the Russians, intermarrying and 
becoming part of the Russian estates hierarchy. Similarly, Tatar peasants, 
though unlikely to assimilate, became part of the serf system. Urban 
Tatars sold their labor at home in the Crimea or further to the north, as 
migrant workers. The remote farm lands of the northern part of 
the peninsula remained in the hands of Tatar agriculturalists, while the 
towns of the seacoast quickly became resorts and resting spots for the 
elite of imperial Russian society. Anton Chekhov had his summer home 
in Yalta; Russian noble families built tasteful mansions along the rocky 
coast. Unlike the northern Caucasus, where Russian colonization was 
limited mostly to Cossack stations in the lowlands, leaving the moun- 
tains and foothills to the Chechens and Ingush, the Crimea was quickly 
settled by Russian and Ukrainian peasants, as well as Jews (including na- 
tive Karaites), Greeks, Armenians, and Bulgarians, some of whom had 
already established their first communities on the peninsula centuries 
earlier. With the influx of Russians and Ukrainians, social tensions be- 
tween Tatars and non-Tatars episodically exploded in rioting and po- 
groms. But on the whole, the Crimea supported a relatively stable mul- 
tinational culture.” 

The Crimean War (1853-1856) marked an important stage in the 
development of Russian-Tatar relations. Because of their sympathies 
with the Turks, the Tatars were accused of collaborating with the British 
and French against the Russians, despite the fact that Tatar brigades 
fought loyally on the side of the imperial Russian army. The Russians 
survived the conflict with minimal territorial losses and held on to the 
Crimea as a result of the Peace of Paris (1856). As a consequence, Tsar 
Alexander II encouraged what he called the “voluntary emigration” of 
some 100,000 Tatars from the peninsula, most of whom ended up un- 
der Ottoman rule or fled persecution to other centers in the region.® 
The Crimean Tatars remained part of the remarkable civilization that 
flourished around the Black Sea, moving from town to town, even coast 
to coast, depending on the situation.®! 

As dictated by the new Soviet nationality policy, Lenin and Stalin es- 
tablished a Crimean Autonomous Republic in November 1921. This 
situation lasted until the German invasion in 1941. But despite consid- 
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erable support for the Bolshevik revolution among the Tatar intelligen- 
tsia, the new Soviet state clashed repeatedly with the Tatars between the 
revolution and World War II. Alan Fisher notes that some 150,000 
Tatars, half of the 1917 population, had either been killed or forced 
into exile during the revolution, civil war, and collectivization. In addi- 
tion, the purges, as everywhere among the nationalities, took a terrible 
toll among the Crimean Tatars.? 

Moscow was interested in the Crimea because of its natural harbors 
for the Soviet navy, such as Sevastopol, and its luxurious seaside resorts 
for the Soviet elite, such as Yalta and Alupta. The area quickly became 
dotted with special Pioneer Camps and Labor Union retreats. In con- 
formance with Soviet nationality policy, the Crimean Tatars remained 
the titular nationality of the region. A Tatar was named head of the re- 
gional party organization; a Russian or Ukrainian was almost always his 
deputy. But this distribution of power was fictitious; the Crimea was 
completely at the mercy of Moscow’s whims. Tensions between Tatars 
and Russians remained high in the 1930s, though the kind of outright 
armed clashes that occurred so often in the northern Caucasus were 
avoided. 


The Deportation of the Tatars 


As with the Chechens and Ingush, the Soviets justified their deportation 
of the Crimean Tatars to Uzbekistan and Tadjikistan in May 1944 by al- 
leging the collaboration of Tatars with the Germans during the war. 
The Germans had actually set up an occupation regime in the Crimea 
from October 1941 until April 1944. Hitler’s and Himmler’s idea was 
to drive the Tatars out of the Crimea and turn the area into Gotland, an 
Aryan haven for Germans, especially from the south Tyrol. But the need 
to placate the Turks and use the Tatars for labor caused the Nazis to 
abandon this fantasy, as they had so many others. Nazi control of the 
Crimea quickly brought Tatar resentments of Soviet Russian rule to the 
surface, and evidence of collaboration is plentiful.: Tatars set up village 
home-guard units, which were part of the Nazi administration. The Na- 
zis supported these Tatar “self-defense” units, which engaged in actions 
against Soviet partisans. But there is no evidence that the Tatars, as 
sometimes alleged, helped the Nazis wipe out the entire Crimean Jew- 
ish population.** Nevertheless, angry recriminations against Tatars per- 
meate the memoirs of Russian partisans of the region collected by the 
Soviet Academy of Sciences after the war.®° 
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From the Soviet side, trouble was brewing for the Tatars as early as 
1943, when Russian partisan leaders A. N. Mokrousov and A. V. 
Martynov denounced local Tatars for collaborating with the enemy. 
V. Bulatov, head of the Tatar obkom, forced Mokrousov to recant his 
statement. Large numbers of Tatars were in the resistance, he insisted. 
Moreover, many Russian and Ukrainian partisan groups, like 
Mokrousov and Martynov’s, would not allow Tatars to join, and, in- 
stead of seeking cooperation with Tatar villagers, they would attack 
them and steal their food, thus driving them into the camp of the en- 
emy.° Even though Mokrousov and Martynov recanted, local Russians 
continued to complain about the Tatars and their friendliness toward 
the Germans.*” Criticisms of Tatar collaboration under the Nazis found 
their way to Beria, head of the NKVD, who reported them to Stalin.® 
Although the Crimean Tatars did collaborate much more noticeably 
than the Chechens and Ingush, it is unlikely that their collaboration 
with the Germans was much different from that of many Russians or 
Ukrainians in the region.® Nevertheless, Stalin and Beria used these 
charges to deport the entire Tatar nation, roughly 189,000 men, 
women, and children, from the Crimea. 

On the night of May 17-18, 1944, NKVD and Red Army troops, al- 
ready experienced from similar operations in the northern Caucasus, 
surrounded Tatar villages and homes, demanding that the Tatars assem- 
ble for transport to the east.’ As in the case of the Chechens and 
Ingush, every single Tatar had to go, whatever their position in society, 
whether married to a Russian or not (a much more common occurrence 
among the Tatars than among Chechens or Ingush). Non-Tatar hus- 
bands and wives could choose to go with their spouses or remain be- 
hind. Beria bragged to Stalin that the troops encountered only isolated 
cases of resistance and committed “no excesses at all.”°! Rail transport 
in sealed box cars, similar to those that transported the Chechens and 
Ingush, took a fearful toll in Tatar lives.°? The Tatars died of thirst by 
the thousands. “We Tatars call these Soviet railcars ‘crematoria on 
wheels,”” recalled Ayshe Seytmuratova, who managed to survive the or- 
deal and write about it. “So we were transported for weeks without 
proper food or medical attention. There was not even any fresh air, for 
the doors and windows were bolted shut. For days on end, corpses lay 
alongside the living. And only out in the sands of Kazakhstan did the 
transport guards open the doors, so as to toss out the corpses alongside 
the railway. They did not give us time to bury the dead. Many people 
went insane.”?® 
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Although an educated and highly adaptable people, the Tatars suf- 
fered terribly in the special settlements designated for them in Central 
Asia. After the transport, they were in no condition to work and there- 
fore could find no way to support themselves and their families. Like 
the Chechens and Ingush—as well as Balkars, Karachaevtsy, and 
Kalmyks—the Crimean Tatars were told they were exiled “in perpetu- 
ity” and “without the right to return to their previous place of resi- 
dence.” If they tried to leave their places of exile, they were liable to as 
much as twenty years of hard labor. Anyone who helped them escape or 
gave them refuge in their home territory could be sentenced to five 
years of prison.?* 

The indigenous population refused to help and treated them with 
brutality and disdain, and the local NKVD warders sometimes beat and 
exploited them.” Tens of thousands died before the situation stabilized 
at the beginning of the 1950s.% According to Tatar historians, the 
losses from the deportations and settlement reached up to 45 percent 
of the entire Tatar population.” The victims were mostly women and 
children.?® 

Undoubtedly, long-term reasons of state as defined by Stalin and 
Beria lay behind the deportations. The Soviet leadership wanted a Cri- 
mea without Tatars, thus fulfilling a goal of Russian statesmen ever since 
the incorporation of the Crimea into the Russian Empire during the 
reign of Catherine the Great.” Now, after the liberation of the Crimea 
in 1944, Stalin and his lieutenants were determined to clean out the 
Crimea of all foreigners, Tatars primarily but also Greeks (15,040), Bul- 
garians (13,422), and Armenians (9,621), who were deported soon af- 
ter the Tatars.!°° While the deportations of the Tatars had racial over- 
tones, as did those of the Chechens and Ingush, race was not the 
primary consideration on the Soviets’ minds; Tatars from other parts of 
Russia were allowed to stay where they were. Tatar residents in the Cri- 
mea who were off fighting the war were, however, like their Chechen- 
Ingush comrades-in-arms, also sent into exile. 

After the war, when a few hundred Tatars managed to return legally 
to the Crimea, the local authorities sharply protested to Moscow. For- 
eign espionage services would inevitably use the Tatar population for 
their nefarious purposes, they claimed. Thus, not a single Tatar should 
be allowed to stay in the Crimea. If released from the status of special 
settlers, then the Tatars should be allowed to settle in other parts of 
Russia, just not in the Crimea. Stalin met with Comrade Bulaev of the 
Crimean obkom and “gave the order not to allow Tatars in the Crimea 
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under any conditions, because they serve as sources for foreign spies.”1°! 
Although a few exceptions were allowed for family reasons, most of the 
Tatars who had filtered back to the Crimea were deported again to 
other parts of the country.!® 

Tatar monuments were destroyed, books and manuscripts were 
burned, and history was rewritten to suggest that Tatars had engaged in 
little else but banditry and thievery throughout modern Russian history 
and had made no contribution to the development of their home- 
land.!% In a few postwar Soviet spy novels, Crimean Tatars figure prom- 
inently as traitors and evil Nazi agents. On August 14, 1944, the Cri- 
mean obkom issued an order to change all the Tatar names of towns, 
cities, regions, kolkhozes, and sovkhozes, “in connection with the 
changed circumstances of the Crimea.” After the war, the Crimean 
Autonomous Republic was abolished and replaced by the Crimean 
oblast (region) of the Russian Federation. In 1954 Nikita Khrushchev, 
in the name of “the friendship of peoples,” gave the Crimea to Ukraine 
as a “present.” Like the Chechens and Ingush, the Crimean Tatars were 
not mentioned in Khrushchev’s “secret speech” at the Twentieth Party 
Congress in 1956. Nearly all those who tried to return to the Crimea in 
the mid-1960s were rebuffed by the authorities. Although a 1967 de- 
cree cleared the Tatars of charges of collaboration with the Nazis, the 
Soviet authorities let it be known that “citizens of the Tatar nationality 
formerly resident in Crimea” and “settled in the Uzbek and other 
Union republics” did not need to return to the Crimea.!% 

Unlike the Chechens and Ingush, the Crimean Tatars were never 
given permission by the Soviet government to return to the Crimea. In 
this respect, they were discriminated against as were no others of the 
“punished peoples.” They were not even allowed to call themselves Cri- 
mean Tatars but rather were referred to by the authorities simply as 
Tatars or as “Tatars formerly living in Crimea.” During perestroika, 
however, many did indeed return and sought to regain rights to their 
homes and lands, a struggle that continues to this day. Only in 1994, 
did the Crimean local government officially restore the name “Cri- 
mean” to the local Tatars who had returned.!% 


Conclusion 


The deportations of the Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars fit the 
definition of ethnic cleansing as it has been developed in this book. Sta- 
lin, Beria, and the Soviet leadership intentionally and forcibly removed 
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these peoples from their homelands and deported them to regions from 
which they were allowed no escape. That tens of thousands died during 
the deportations and after they arrived at their destinations did not 
overly concern Soviet authorities, though killing off these nations in a 
genocidal attack was clearly not the Soviets’ intention. Instead, policies 
were implemented to reeducate the Chechens-Ingush and Crimean 
Tatars—to force them to forget their homelands and their cultures. The 
“human material” was salvageable; just the nations—as nations—were 
slated to disappear through assimilation and detachment from their 
homelands. This was different from Hitler’s attack on the Jews and gyp- 
sies, where humans themselves were inherently tainted and therefore 
doomed to extinction. 

Unlike other cases of ethnic cleansing in the twentieth century, the 
Soviets did not designate a particular nation to take the place of the 
Chechens and Ingush in the northern Caucasus. Many different nations 
moved in to replace the deportees, including some Muslims from 
Daghestan. In the Crimea, however, the Soviets did try to ensure that 
Russians and Ukrainians controlled the destiny of the region. Still, the 
deportations were not aimed at creating ethnically homogeneous re- 
gions, as in the cases of ethnic cleansing in the Balkans. Still, the 
eliminationist attack on the Chechens-Ingush and Tatars was complete; 
alien elements were violently excised from the body politic. 

Stalin used the cover of war to take care of unfinished business with 
the Chechens, Ingush, and Crimean Tatars. Nationalist sentiment and 
reasons of state impressed on him and on his lieutenant Beria the need 
to get the Chechens and Ingush (and Balkars and Karachaevtsy) out of 
the mountains of the northern Caucasus. From the available documen- 
tation, one can only speculate about Stalin’s motives. He may have been 
interested, for example, in creating some form of “Christian”—if not 
purely Slavic—domination of the mountainous borderlands between 
Russia and the Caucasian region by turning the area over to Georgians, 
northern Ossetians, and Russians from the Stavropol region. Stalin’s xe- 
nophobic reasoning in the case of the Crimean Tatars may have been 
much the same. The Crimea, perceived as vulnerable to Turkish and 
Western penetration, was to be cleared of the Tatars, as well as Bulgari- 
ans, Armenians, and Greeks. (The Germans had already done the job of 
dealing with the Jews and Karaites.) They would be replaced by Rus- 
sians and Ukrainians. Stalin may have felt that he was finishing the job 
of clearing the Crimean peninsula of unreliable Muslims that Alex- 
ander II had started. 
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From the point of view of the Soviet leadership, Crimean Tatars and 
Chechens-Ingush were too attached to their cultures, mores, and histo- 
ries to become effective Soviet nationalities. They were also small 
enough to be moved en masse without being missed as critical members 
of the labor force or as reliable masters of contiguous territory. For Sta- 
lin and Beria, these individual cultures—if not the peoples themselves— 
would perish in the vastness of their new and alien Central Asian special 
settlements. They would be assimilated into the Kazakh and Uzbek 
worlds, while their homelands would be renamed, given a new history, 
and absorbed by other, ostensibly more reliable, nations. This was less a 
racist concept than a Soviet nationalist one, though racism was never far 
from the surface in the Soviet authorities’ treatment of these peoples. 
The peoples could survive, just not as claimants to their homelands. 
This was an important difference with the Turkish treatment of the Ar- 
menians and especially with the Nazi policy toward the Jews. 

Politics in the Soviet Union was also much more subtle and difficult 
to discern than that of the Third Reich, especially given the paucity 
of documents and the limits of archival access. Stalin was not given to 
long ramblings like Hitler, whose stenographers and contemporaries 
recorded his utterances for the benefit of posterity. We do know 
that conflicts between Russians and Tatars in the Crimea obviously 
influenced the decision of Stalin and Beria to deport the Tatars. The 
northern Ossetians, Georgians, and Stavropol Russians had their eyes 
on Grozny’s oil industry and pieces of Chechen-Ingush territory, and 
that must have made a difference to Stalin and Beria’s decision to de- 
port the Chechens and Ingush. 

As anyone who follows contemporary events is aware, these stories 
are far from finished. The Chechens continue to resist Russian attempts 
to incorporate them into the new Russian state. Anatol Lieven writes 
that the memory of the 1944 deportations, even more than the wars of 
Shamil, has become “the central defining event in modern Chechen his- 
tory.”!” Every Chechen fighter rehearses the story of the “betrayal” of 
his people by the Soviet (that is, Russian) authorities; the entire 
Chechen population repeatedly hears the tale of the terrible punishment 
their people endured. As a result, the fighting continues, as it has for 
150 years. Serious evidence indicates that the Russian government de- 
veloped plans to deport the Chechens once again in the mid-1990s if 
they had lost the war.! During the outbreak of the 1999 war, the 
Chechens seemed unwilling to accept the borders cut out for them after 
their return in the 1950s; thus they carried the fighting into Daghestan. 
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But again, evidence has turned up indicating that the huge number of 
Chechen refugees in Ingushetiya may be sent off to the Altai region, a 
solution presumably not of the Chechens’ own choosing." There have 
also been episodic suggestions in the Russian press to disperse the 
Chechens throughout the Siberian north and east. Ethnic cleansing and 
even genocide remain a dangerous possibility. 

The Crimean Tatars seek to regain their homes and villages through 
protracted political lobbying between rival Ukrainian and Russian par- 
ties in the Crimea. (Formally, the Crimea belongs to Ukraine, but the 
Russians continue to exert powerful influence in the region.) Progress 
has been stymied by the impasse between the Ukrainian government 
and local Crimean (Russian) authorities. About half the Crimean Tatars 
still live in Uzbekistan, while most of the rest have found their way back 
to the Crimea. They fight for their return in their own way, living in 
tent cities or makeshift shanties on the edge of towns whose houses and 
apartments formerly were inhabited by their own relatives.!!! They are 
subjected to attacks by local Russian and Ukrainian thugs, who attempt 
to drive them from the region. Some Tatars have been murdered.1!? 
Newly constructed mosques and community centers have also been at- 
tacked and, in some cases, destroyed. The Crimean Tatars have not for- 
gotten the events of 1944, and that memory strengthens their resolve 
to reestablish their rightful place in their ancient homeland. 
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The Expulsion of Germans from Poland 
and Czechoslovakia 


The Second World War had barely begun when both the Polish and 
Czechoslovak governments-in-exile began talking about the expulsion 
of the Germans from their respective countries after the victory. Both 
governments referred frequently to the ostensibly successful transfer of 
Greeks and Turks by the Treaty of Lausanne in January 1923. This was 
to be the legal precedent for their actions: the great powers had super- 
vised this transfer and provided the financial backing to relocate the ex- 
changed populations.! For the Poles and Czechs, the operative principle 
was the forced relocation of their minority populations under the aus- 
pices of international organizations. Indeed, the two governments, lo- 
cated in London during most of the war, talked to each other about the 
expulsions of their respective German populations and the need to 
lobby with Allied governments to ensure the acceptance of population 
transfer in principle.” Even in the postwar period, when tensions rose 
between the Polish and Czechoslovak governments because of the 
Teschen conflict, which involved armed clashes as well as mutual de- 
nunciations, both governments remained in perfect agreement about 
the need to expel the Germans and to pin down the Allies on terminal 
dates. 

The Polish and Czechoslovak governments-in-exile did not need to 
worry. The Allies were in complete agreement that the Germans would 
have to be moved out of both postwar Poland and the former 
Sudetenland. The vast movements of peoples during the war itself made 
further mass population transfers, especially ones involving the hated 
Germans, unproblematic. The Soviet Union’s experiences with deport- 
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ing large numbers of people before and especially during the war also 
made their officials quite receptive to the entreaties of the Poles and 
Czechoslovaks.* Newly published documents from the Russian archives 
make it clear that Stalin and Molotov were fully informed about the 
East Europeans’ plans to deport the Germans. During their frequent 
meetings with the Czechs and Poles, the Soviet leaders stated that they 
not only had no objections “in principle” to the deportations but that 
they thought “positively” about them. In a June 28, 1945, conversa- 
tion with Zdenek Fierlinger and Vlado Klementis, Czechoslovak prime 
minister and deputy foreign minister respectively, Stalin unambiguously 
endorsed the deportations: “We won’t disturb you. Throw them out. 
Now they will learn themselves what it means to rule over someone 
else.” At the same time, Stalin was unwilling to accede to Fierlinger’s 
request that the Red Army help with the deportations of Germans and 
Hungarians.° The Soviet dictator also let the Polish communist leader, 
Wladyslaw Gomulka, know that the deportations were the business of 
the East Europeans, not the Red Army. Still, he was ready to give 
Gomulka advice on how to get the Germans to leave: “You should cre- 
ate such conditions for the Germans that they want to escape them- 
selves.”7 

Edvard Benes, president of the Czechoslovak government, repeatedly 
and justifiably claimed that he had received the blessings of Churchill 
and even Roosevelt for the transfers.® True, the Americans felt some un- 
ease about the potential effect of mass deportations on the economic vi- 
ability of occupied Germany. Yet both the American and British govern- 
ments were “sympathetic” to the Czechoslovak and Polish cases for 
expulsion of the Germans and, like the Soviets, had “no objection in 
principle.”® Churchill was especially callous on the subject. Already on 
October 9, 1944, he remarked to Stalin that seven million Germans 
would be killed in the war, thus leaving plenty of room for those Ger- 
mans driven out of Silesia and East Prussia to move into rump Ger- 
many.!® During a conversation with Stalin at Yalta in February 1945, 
Churchill stated that he was not at all “shocked at the idea of transfer- 
ring millions of people by force.” The conversation continued: 


Stalin: There will be no more Germans there for when our troops 
come in the Germans run away and no Germans are left. 

Prime Minister: Then there is the problem of how to handle them 
in Germany. We have killed six or seven million and probably will 
kill another million before the end of the war. 

Stalin: One or two? 
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the vacancy.!! 


Churchill used Stalin’s arguments to bolster his case for expulsion at 
home. On February 23, 1945, he complained to his junior ministers 
that people kept bringing up the “great difficulties” of transferring the 
German Population to the west, but, he insisted, “most of the Germans 


in the territories now taken by the Russians had ‘run away already,” 
making the issue much 


key after the last war. 
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harvest was in, the Poles would expel them: “The Poles do not ask us: 
They are doing what they like, just as the Czechs are.”16 Churchill in- 
serted somewhat disingenuously that: “I have grave moral scruples re- 
garding great movements and transfers of populations.” He then added 
that perhaps those Germans who Stalin assured them had left Silesia 
should be allowed to go back. Stalin retorted: “The Poles would hang 
them if they returned.” In the case of the expulsion of Germans from 
Czechoslovakia, Churchill suggested that perhaps the Allies should see 
Benes before discussing the issue further. Here, too, Stalin tried toron? 
vince his Allied partners that the problem had been taken care of. The 
Czechs gave them [the Germans] two hours notice and then threw 
them out.” As far as talking to Benes was concerned, Stalin asked: “But 
is this not serving mustard after supper? The Germans have already been 
driven out, ”17 ; n 
For Stalin, the forced deportation of the Germans was a fait accompli. 
But the Americans and British increasingly fretted about the costs to 
their domestic budgets of feeding and housing Germans in their en 
tive zones of Occupation. This had an important effect on discussions 
about reparations from Germany, and it also aroused their worries 
about the continued influx of Germans from Poland and Czechoslova- 
kia. Thus, the Western Allies insisted that the process of deportation be 
slowed down and regularized. The Soviets concurred, and Article XIII 
of the Potsdam Treaty canonized that agreement. It read: “The three 
Governments, having considered the question in all its aspects, recog- 
nize that the transfer to Germany of German populations, or elements 
thereof, remaining in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, will have 
to be undertaken. They agree that any transfers that take place should 
be effected in an orderly and humane manner.”!8 
By the time of the Potsdam meetings, 700,000 to 800,000 Germans 
had already left or been driven out of the former Sudetenland, and ap: 
proximately the same number out of Poland. (In the Polish case, this 
does not include the 3.5 million or so German refugees who fled before 
the Soviet Army offensive, first into East Prussia in October 1944 and 
then into Silesia, eastern Pomerania, and the Neumark in January 
1945.) Most historians assert that after Potsdam the brutality of the 
forced deportations decreased markedly, once the transfers were sanc- 
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Prime Minister: Oh I am not proposing any limitation on them. So 
there should be room in Germany for some who will need to fill 
the vacancy,!! 


Churchill used Stalin’s arguments to bolster his case for expulsion at 
home. On February 23, 1945, he complained to his junior ministers 
that people kept bringing up the “great difficulties” of transferring the 
German population to the west, but, he insisted, “most of the Germans 
in the territories now taken by the Russians had ‘run away already,” 
making the issue much more easy to resolve.!2 

Churchill repeatedly used the example of the Greek-Turkish transfer 
of populations mandated by Lausanne as a legitimate precedent for re- 
moving the Germans, the resolution of which also “at first seemed im- 
possible.” As Klaus Dietmar Hencke writes, Lausanne was an “idée 
fixe” for Churchill and other leaders of the anti-Hitler coalition.!3 It 
gave the British leader the confidence that the Allies could deal once 
and for all with the German minority problem in East Central Europe. 
Churchill’s speech in the British House of Commons on December 15, 
1944, put the situation bluntly: “For expulsion is the method which, so 
far as we have been able to see, will be the most satisfactory and lasting. 
There will be no mixture of populations to cause endless trouble as in 
Alsace-Lorraine. A clean sweep will be made. I am not alarmed at the 
prospect of the disentanglement of population, nor am I alarmed by 
these large transferences, which are more possible than they were before 
through modern conditions.” 

Roosevelt, too, thought in terms of Lausanne. In a conversation with 
British Foreign Minister Anthony Eden, the American President stated: 
“We should take measures so that the Prussians will be removed from 
East Prussia in the same manner as the Greeks were removed from Tur- 
key after the last war.”!* It was in the spirit of Lausanne, poorly under- 
stood by the Grand Alliance leaders, that Churchill, Roosevelt, and Sta- 
lin indicated during the war that they approved of transferring the 
Germans from Eastern Europe to occupied Germany. 

Although all three Allies had agreed separately on the need for mov- 
ing the Germans out of Eastern Europe, the discussions about the 
problem at Potsdam indicated that the Americans and British may have 
entertained second thoughts on the subject. Truman worried about 
where “nine million” Germans would go. Stalin reassured him that they 
had all already left. Later in the sessions, the Soviet leader noted that the 
Poles had retained some Germans to work in the fields, but once the 
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harvest was in, the Poles would expel them: “The Poles do not ask us. 
They are doing what they like, just as the Czechs are.”!6 Churchill in- 
serted somewhat disingenuously that: “I have grave moral scruples re- 
garding great movements and transfers of populations.” He then added 
that perhaps those Germans who Stalin assured them had left Silesia 
should be allowed to go back. Stalin retorted: “The Poles would hang 
them if they returned.” In the case of the expulsion of Germans from 
Czechoslovakia, Churchill suggested that perhaps the Allies should see 
Benes before discussing the issue further. Here, too, Stalin tried to con- 
vince his Allied partners that the problem had been taken care of, “The 
Czechs gave them [the Germans] two hours notice and then threw 
them out.” As far as talking to Benes was concerned, Stalin asked: “But 
is this not serving mustard after supper? The Germans have already been 
driven out.”!7 

For Stalin, the forced deportation of the Germans was a fait accompli. 
But the Americans and British increasingly fretted about the costs to 
their domestic budgets of feeding and housing Germans in their respec- 
tive zones of occupation. This had an important effect on discussions 
about reparations from Germany, and it also aroused their worries 
about the continued influx of Germans from Poland and Czechoslova- 
kia. Thus, the Western Allies insisted that the process of deportation be 
slowed down and regularized. The Soviets concurred, and Article XIII 
of the Potsdam Treaty canonized that agreement. It read: “The three 
Governments, having considered the question in all its aspects, recog- 
nize that the transfer to Germany of German populations, or elements 
thereof, remaining in Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, will have 
to be undertaken. They agree that any transfers that take place should 
be effected in an orderly and humane manner.”!8 

By the time of the Potsdam meetings, 700,000 to 800,000 Germans 
had already left or been driven out of the former Sudetenland, and ap- 
proximately the same number out of Poland. (In the Polish case, this 
does not include the 3.5 million or so German refugees who fled before 
the Soviet Army offensive, first into East Prussia in October 1944 and 
then into Silesia, eastern Pomerania, and the Neumark in January 
1945.)!° Most historians assert that after Potsdam the brutality of the 
forced deportations decreased markedly, once the transfers were sanc- 
tioned and made more orderly by the Allies and the Polish and Czecho- 
slovak governments. No doubt, this was true in general, but the partic- 
ulars of the deportations in both Czechoslovakia and Poland continued 
to exact a terrible toll in both German lives and property. 
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German Expulsion from the Sudetenland 


Although the cleansing of Germans from Czechoslovakia at the end of 
the war and beginning of the peace was as total and merciless as the So- 
viet cleansing of the northern Caucasus and the Crimea, the causes are 
much more transparent. In addition, in the Czechoslovak (and Polish) 
cases, the apparatus of state could not directly control the nature of the 
violence, and thus it tended to be much more haphazard and indiscrim- 
inate. The Germans in Czechoslovakia, like the Chechens-Ingush and 
the Tatars, were accused by the authorities of being traitors to the 
state.2 This was more justified in the case of Czechoslovakia, given 
the activities of the Germans in the interwar republic, not to mention 
the widespread Sudeten German sympathy for and participation in the 
Nazi occupation. The overwhelming success of Konrad Henlein and his 
Sudeten German Nazi party had succeeded in giving all the Germans in 
the region a reputation for virulent anti-Czechoslovak and pro-Hitler 
sympathies. As Benes reportedly put it: “Our Germans . . . have be- 
trayed our state, betrayed our democracy, betrayed us, betrayed hu- 
maneness, and betrayed humankind.”?! 

It is also important that in both the Soviet and East European cases, 
the governments acted to eliminate the rights of a national minority in 
the name of the modernization of the state. In the Soviet cases against 
the Chechens-Ingush and Tatars, this rationalization was muted and 
implicit in the removal of these peoples from their traditional home- 
lands in the Caucasus and Crimea, where they had allegedly held back 
Sovietization and socialist mobilization. In the Czechoslovak and Polish 
cases, democratic governments justified the elimination of minority 
rights because they were an impediment to the smooth functioning of a 
citizen government. During the war, the Czechoslovak government-in- 
exile was ready to grant Czechoslovak citizenship to those Germans 
with proven antifascist credentials as long as they swore fealty to the 
new Czechoslovak republic. There were serious efforts by Masaryk and 
Benes to ally with the Sudeten German antifascists abroad.?? But to the 
consternation especially of the Sudeten German Social Democrats, who 
worked closely with the Czechoslovak government-in-exile in England, 
the Czechs refused to grant any minority rights to the Germans, mean- 
ing they would shut down their schools and special institutions, the 
German university would be closed, and the same would happen to 
Hungarian schools and institutions in Slovakia.?* Benes told Molotov in 
March 1945 that more than two million Germans would have to be 
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transferred but that approximately 800,000 workers would be allowed 
to mix among the Czech population and assimilate.?* 

Given the history of the Comintern’s support for minority rights in 
Eastern Europe, the Czechoslovak communists—and other commu- 
nists as well—found themselves in a difficult position when it came to 
the question of expelling the Germans. During the war, the commu- 
nists’ position, articulated by Georgi Dimitrov in Moscow, was that 
those Germans responsible for the war and its crimes should be tried 
and sentenced, while the German workers and peasants should be re- 
educated. But the Czechoslovak communists quickly realized that the 
“German question” had tremendous political resonance in the country, 
and by the end of the war the communist leader Klement Gottwald, like 
Benes, called for the expulsion of the Germans from the Czech lands 
and of the Hungarians from Slovakia.” Gottwald framed the attack on 
the Germans in revolutionary terms, but the policy was the same: 
“Power passed from the hands of the oppressive nation, the nation of 
occupiers, the German nation, into the hands of the formerly oppressed 
nation, the Czech and Slovak nation—in this sense our revolution is a 
national revolution.”¢ Benes also exalted the expulsion as a “great revo- 
lution.”?” The Soviets readily confirmed the policy of the communists 
and Benes in this regard. Stalin accepted the fact that nationalist states 
would be set up everywhere in East Central Europe; Hungarians, 
Czechs and Slovaks, and Poles would not want to share sovereignty 
with other nationalities.’ In the end, there was virtually no difference 
between noncommunist and communist politicians on the issue of the 
expulsions of Germans in postwar Czechoslovakia or Poland. When it 
came to the issue of the forced deportation of the Germans, Benes and 
Gottwald, Mikolajcyzk and Bierut, Stalin and Churchill all danced to 
the same tune. 

Benes and the Czechoslovak government-in-exile announced from 
the very beginning of German rule in Bohemia and Moravia that the 
postwar state should be reconstructed in its former borders.?? Yet they 
were more insistent about maintaining the western borders than the 
eastern, meaning they would have to deal in one fashion or another 
with the 3,200,000 Germans who resided in the west. (The Czechoslo- 
vak leaders eventually gave in without much resistance to Stalin’s pa- 
tient but insistent demand for annexing the Carpatho-Ukraine in the 
east.3°) During the war, the Czechs discussed a variety of approaches to 
dealing with the German question, some of which had their roots in the 
late Habsburg period. In this connection, federalization and assimila- 
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tion were considered.3! But once the Czechs recognized the full impact 
of Richard Heydrich’s regime in the Protectorate and suffered the after- 
math of his assassination during the Lidice massacre of May and June 
1942, the plans of the Czechoslovak government focused exclusively on 
expelling the Germans. Initially, Benes called for the expulsion of one 
million German fascists, Henleinists, and their sympathizers. Later, he 
spoke of expelling two million Germans.” In 1943 his deputy, Edvard 
Taborsky, devised a plan that made it possible for German antifascists, 
Social Democrats, and those who had suffered at the hands of the Nazis 
to stay in the new democratic state. Small-holding German peasants 
would also be allowed to remain if they had neither involved themselves 
in politics nor exploited their Czech neighbors.** However, in a meet- 
ing with Stalin on December 16, 1943, Benes stated that he wanted to 
solve the German problem once and for all and create a Slavic Czecho- 
slovak state free of Germans and Hungarians. “The defeat of Germany 
presents us with the singular historical possibility to clean out radically 
the German element from our state . . . The future republic should be a 
state of Czechs, Slovaks, and Carpatho- Ukrainians. It should be a state 
of Slavic nations. From Czechoslovakia should be obligatorily expelled 
all German teachers, professors, SS types, Gestapo-men, members of 
the Hitler youth, all active members of the Henlein movement and the 
entire German bourgeoisie, all rich Germans.”* 


Transfer (Odsun) 


Here and elsewhere during the war, Benes and his advisors talked about 
some “good” Germans being able to stay in Czechoslovakia. By the end 
of the war, however, no Czech politician or political party could resist 
the rising wave of anti-German Czech nationalism that demanded re- 
venge and retaliation for the insults of Munich, the loss of Czech sover- 
eignty, and the trying circumstances of the war itself. The reverberations 
of Lidice and Theresienstadt were simply too strong. Survivors of the 
small Czech resistance demanded revenge. Benes received recommen- 
dations from his advisors to pursue the expulsions to the end; otherwise 
it would be possible, some argued, that a demagogue could seize the is- 
sue for his own purposes. In a foreign ministry communiqué to the 
State Department dated July 5, 1945, the Czechs noted that the expul- 
sion of the Germans was the most important postwar task, “the most 
burning of all the problems that the Czech government is attempting to 
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resolve.” Until this issue was dealt with, Vlado Klementis wrote, none 
of the other important social, economic, and institutional problems of 
the country could be addressed.” 

Czechoslovak government propaganda purposely raised the tempera- 
ture of anti-German feeling in the country. The massacre in Lidice 
figured prominently in the press. “The entire German people are re- 
sponsible for Lidice,” proclaimed the headline of one such article.’ To 
be sure, some of the attacks on the Germans were highly self-interested, 
as Czech looters arrived from other regions of the country to seize and 
carry off booty. But the greatest part of the depredations were perpe- 
trated in the name of the state and its nationalist agenda. A communist 
party proclamation of May 13, 1945, demanded that its members 
“cleanse the Fatherland of the agents of a treachery without equal in the 
history of our people!”® In the same spirit of urging Czechs on to vio- 
lence against the Germans, Novo Slovo wrote on August 18, 1945: “The 
German possesses no soul, and the words that he understands best, 
are—according to Jan Masaryk—the salvos of a machine gun.” 
Prokop Drtina, leader of the “liberal” National Socialist Party, declared 
on May 17, 1945, that the primary task for Czechs was “to clean out 
the republic as a whole and completely of Germans . . . Everyone of us 
must help in the cleansing of the homeland.”*! Even the Czech Catholic 
Church got into the act. Monsignor Bohumil Stasek, the canon of 
Vysehrad, declared: “Once in a thousand years the time has come to set- 
tle accounts with the Germans, who are evil and to whom the com- 
mandment to love thy neighbor therefore does not apply.”* 

With this kind of propaganda in mind, as the German armies re- 
treated before the Soviet advance, the Czech militia (many recruited 
from Prague after the uprising), communist action groups, and the so- 
called Svoboda army moved into German areas and attacked civilians in 
their homes and on the streets. These armed fighters drew few distinc- 
tions between antifascist Germans, plain farmers, or Henleinist sympa- 
thizers. In a paroxysm of violence that shocked even experienced Soviet 
tank commanders and political officers, Czechs beat up Germans, shot 
at them, forced them to do humiliating and life-threatening tasks, and 
showed them no mercy. People were randomly killed, and villages were 
torched and burned to the ground. Germans were hung by their heels 
from trees, doused in petrol, and set on fire.*? In outright pogroms, 
Czech militia rampaged through towns and villages, shooting Germans 
at will. Thousands of German refugees from the Sudetenland later 
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documented the unprovoked brutality in great detail, though only in 
the rarest cases did they show any understanding at all for the reasons 
the Czechs felt the need for retributive justice.* 

One of the worse cases of wanton violence against the Sudeten Ger- 
man population took place in Usti nad Labem (Aussig) on July 31, 
1945. Fires started by a series of explosions in the local munitions ware- 
house killed twenty-eight people and wounded many more, both Ger- 
mans and Czechs.* The explosions were blamed on “Werewolf” orga- 
nizations—gangs of German youngsters who allegedly sabotaged Czech 
installations and planned to assassinate Czech officials.*” Despite the fact 
that no proof of sabotage was demonstrated, Czech militia and civilians 
accepted the rumors as true and massacred Germans in the town. The 
rampagers threw women and children off the bridge into the Elbe River 
below and took potshots at them until they no longer surfaced. A Ger- 
man Red Cross sister reported that “the Czechs stormed through the 
streets, beat the Germans to the ground, and shot at them, if they tried 
to run away.”* The police and military not only did not hinder the vio- 
lence, another eyewitness reported, “they took part.”*? The number of 
victims in the massacre has been variously estimated at anywhere from 
several hundred to 2,700.5° Just as important is the fact that the Czech 
government used the events in Usti nad Labem to urge that the Ger- 
mans be deported more resolutely. Minister of Foreign Trade Hubert 
Ripka, stated on the radio: “One should understand the feelings of our 
people who are being consistently attacked by Werewolf organizations 
and whose property is still being destroyed . . . Many of our people still 
do not feel safe until they know the Germans will go away.” 

In some regions, the Red Army was the first to arrive after the 
Wehrmacht retreat. Soviet soldiers did a great deal of damage and were 
especially brutal in their dealings with German women and girls. As in 
other heavily German-populated areas, the Soviets exacted their re- 
venge for the fearsome war through assaults, rapes, mass rape, and rape 
murder.*? One eyewitness remembered that the Soviets arrived in his 
town on May 10 and, “on May 19 came the long wished-for arrival of 
the Czech military. Now there would be order, or so we all hoped. But 
what disappointment! Now real hell broke loose. Often we had to ap- 
peal to the Russians to help us against the Czechs, which they often did, 
when it wasn’t a matter of hunting down women.”* Just as in Poland, 
the Germans considered Soviet military personnel much more humane 
and responsible than the native Czechs or Poles. Russians occasionally 
fed hungry German children, while the Czechs let them starve. Soviet 
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troops would occasionally give the weary Germans a ride on their vehi- 
cles during their long treks out of the country, while Czechs looked on 
with contempt or indifference. Soviet officers were also sometimes of- 
fended by the Czech practice of painting swastikas on the backs of Ger- 
mans or forcing them to wear white armbands marked with an “N” 
for Nemec, or German. The Soviets even interfered with the Czech 
regulations, though generally they tried to stay out of the Czechs’ 
way.*+ 

It quickly became clear that all of the three million Germans in 
Czechoslovakia would be forced to leave their homes and that the 
Three Powers would not stop the process. The Germans were given 
very little time to pack up and leave, sometimes no more than fifteen 
minutes, and they were allowed to take only the barest minimum of 
things with them. They lost their livelihoods and jobs, and they were 
threatened with violence by the new rulers if they refused to vacate their 
homes, which were, in any case, open territory for Czech plundering.* 
The cumulative distress among the Germans led to mass suicides in 
towns and villages throughout the former Sudetenland. One doctor re- 
ported that these suicides were sometimes well-planned. Whole families 
would dress up in their Sunday finest, surrounded by flowers, crosses, 
and family albums, and then kill themselves by hanging or poison.* On 
June 8, 1945, General Serov wrote to Beria from Germany that the 
wave of suicides among Sudeten Germans continued even after they ar- 
rived in the Soviet zone of occupation: “Daily, up to 5,000 Germans ar- 
rive in Germany from Czechoslovakia, the majority of whom are 
women, old folks and children. With their futures ruined and having no 
hope for anything better, many of them end their lives by suicide, cut- 
ting their wrists.” In one region alone, Serov continued, on June 8 they 
found seventy-one Germans dead with slit wrists.5” 

The “wild” deportations that took place in the spring and early sum- 
mer of 1945 forced Germans to flee the Sudetenland for safer territory 
(or so it was thought) in Silesia, Austria, Bavaria, and Saxony. The 
Potsdam agreement, concluded in August 1945, sanctioned the trans- 
fers from Czechoslovakia and Poland but called for them to take place 
in “a humane and orderly fashion.” It is possible that this injunction 
cost more lives than it saved and caused more suffering than it spared. 
The flow of refugees was temporarily stopped at the borders in order to 
ensure that they would be taken care of when they arrived at their desti- 
nations in occupied Germany. With no place to flee and no way to go 
back home, the Germans were easy targets for Czech retribution. 
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The largest number of Sudeten Germans were designated to reside in 
Bavaria in the American zone, and the Americans slowed down the 
transfers for months, hoping to guarantee decent rail transportation to 
Germany and housing and food when the refugees arrived. The prob- 
lem was that despite Allied protests, the Czechs continued to hound the 
Germans, removing them from their homes and villages to work camps, 
where many thousands were brutalized, took sick because of the lack of 
decent food and hygiene, and died.5® Tomas Stanek, the leading Czech 
historian of the transfers, puts the situation tersely: “The acts carried 
out against the Germans in the immediate postwar period were in many 
cases extremely hard, often even inhuman.”*? 

At the former Nazi camp at Theresienstadt (Teresin), the interned 
Germans worried openly about what would happen to them if the local 
Russian commandant did not protect them against the Czechs. One se- 
cret Soviet report sent back to the Central Committee in Moscow 
noted that the Germans repeatedly begged the Russians to stay: ““If the 
Red Army leaves, we are finished!’ We now see the manifestations of ha- 
tred for the Germans. They [the Czechs] don’t kill them, but torment 
them like livestock. The Czechs look at them like cattle.” The horrible 
treatment at the hands of the Czechs led to despair and hopelessness. 
According to Czech statistics, in 1946 alone 5,558 Germans committed 
suicide.‘! 

The conditions for the Germans in the fifty or so labor camps to 
which they were sometimes confined by the Czechoslovak authorities 
were fraught with danger.” It was clear that the Czechs savored the 
chance to pay back the Germans. One survivor of the camps wrote: 
“The sadism knew no boundaries.”® A sign was nailed onto the entry 
of one camp in Budweis (Budejowice), which read, “An Eye for an 
Eye—A Tooth for a Tooth,” and the Czech camp commandant made 
sure the inmates suffered accordingly. They were constantly abused, 
beaten, and yelled at. One man wrote of his experience in a camp: “We 
were often roused from our bunks at night, we had to assemble in the 
camp courtyard, then we were forced to dance, sing, slap each other 
about the head, crawl about on all fours, and so on.” After being forced 
to work twelve hours every day on minimal rations, many inmates sim- 
ply gave up and killed themselves. 

By far the largest population in the camps were German women and 
girls. As is so often the case in ethnic cleansing, the women were gener- 
ally separated from the men and sexually abused and exploited in violent 
and obscene ways. They were constantly called “pigs” and “Nazi 
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whores” and sometimes were stripped and beaten merely for the enter- 
tainment of the guards. German women who reported their experi- 
ences could barely talk about the details. “Every time of the day we 
women were raped and our shirts torn from our bodies . . . I cannot 
speak in public about the kinds of animalistic perversities that the Ger- 
man women had to endure in disgust.”°* Another woman writes about 
rape and sexual abuse: “What all that happened in this connection is 
hard for me to talk about. If one would imagine the worst, then it re- 
mains far behind the truth.” While the Soviet soldiers are often praised 
by Sudeten German memoirists for the pity they took on them, espe- 
cially when contrasted with the Czechs, this praise ends when the issue 
of rape and sexual exploitation is discussed. Soviet soldiers picked out 
the handsomest women from the labor battalions and raped them re- 
peatedly before returning them to their work. Czech camp comman- 
dants let in groups of Soviet soldiers to the women’s barracks to grab 
German women and girls in a sometimes nightly routine of rape and 
gang rape.’ German women often described their situations as 
“Freiwild”—fair game—and in some sense that is exactly how they were 
treated by the Russians and Czechs. 

The threat of being sent to one of these labor and detention camps 
loomed over the Germans who remained in the cities and towns of the 
former Sudetenland. Their lives highly restricted, they kept their heads 
down as best they could and stayed out of the way. They were not al- 
lowed to sit on park benches or walk on the sidewalks. They were not to 
use the trains, and they could shop at stores only at certain hours of the 
day. They could not frequent taverns and restaurants or go to movie 
theaters. Some Czechs took pity on the Germans and tried to help 
them. Sometimes, especially after Potsdam, the deportations were 
conducted in a normal and decent fashion, without the beatings, rob- 
bery, and chicanery that so often accompanied the earlier transfers. 
Plenty of Czech officials behaved well toward the Germans and were 
“honest, loyal, and just, according to their best lights.””° But too often 
the Czechs used the opportunity of the deportations to take out their 
frustrations and anger on the Germans. During the famous death march 
of Briinn (Brno), the entire German population, some 30,000 people 
altogether, was rousted from their homes on May 30, 1945, and beaten 
mercilessly as they trudged on foot to camps on the border with Aus- 
tria.” Around 1,700 Germans died as a result. 

According to Sudeten German sources, some 272,000 Germans 
(about 8 percent of the total German population in Czechoslovakia) 
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died in the process of being driven from their homes. This includes a 
very large number in the category of “missing.””? These figures have 
been challenged by Czech and German historians, who insist that these 
claims are wildly exaggerated and that only roughly a tenth of this num- 
ber died as a result of the transfer of the Germans. The recent Czech- 
German historical commission, for example, states that the number of 
deaths is between 19,000 and 30,000.73 The number of 30,000 is used 
by the Marburg historian Hans Lemberg in his description of the com- 
mission’s work.” Philipp Ther settles on the number of 40,000.75 Derek 
Offer states that the death toll “may be as high as a quarter of a mil- 
lion.” He appropriately adds, however, that “all such figures, in this 
matter, are uncertain and contested.”76 

The numbers often depend on who is being counted—sometimes 
Czech and/or German Jews are included—and how the missing are 
dealt with.” Disease was the biggest killer; many Germans died en route 
and after arrival in occupied Germany of a variety of maladies. Suicide, 
hunger, and exposure also took a serious toll. In other words, the lower 
numbers may well accurately reflect the number of Sudeten Germans 
murdered and killed in the course of their deportation; the higher num- 
bers would include the number who died from other causes during the 
uprooting, detention, transport, and resettling. In thinking about the 
costs of ethnic cleansing, whether of the Greeks, Armenians, Chechens, 
or Sudeten Germans, the losses of life during the total process should 
be considered. The consequences of ripping people from their homes 
reverberate throughout their entire lives. The price of ethnic cleansing 
is paid not just at the point of departure but also on arrival. 

By the fall of 1947, almost the entire Sudeten German population 
had been transferred to Germany. Over a million Germans, including a 
large number of antifascists, communists, social democrats, and their 
families, were transferred to the Soviet zone of occupation.’® After Jan- 
uary 1, 1946, some 1,239,000 Germans were transferred to the West- 
ern zones, primarily to the American zone. The bulk ofthe three quar- 
ters of a million Germans who were deported or fled during the “wild” 
deportations before Potsdam also ended up in the American zone.” 
Those Germans who remained in Czechoslovakia, some 200,000 alto- 
gether, were primarily industrial workers (40,000) and their families, 
Germans in mixed marriages, and scattered German antifascists who 
committed themselves to Czech culture.3° 

There was great pressure placed even on those relatively few Germans 
to leave. Czechs had the right to apply for the jobs of any German 
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worker or employee, and, if an employer rejected the Czech applicant, 
the employer had to justify, in writing, his decision to maintain the Ger- 
man employee.*! On the margins of nationality, it was not quite so easy 
to separate Czechs from Germans. Early on in the deportations, the 
Czech marauders paid little attention to the niceties of documentation 
and proof, while local Czech courts found it inconvenient to hold up 
the transfer of Germans by enforcing legal norms. “Expulsion, not 
prosecution, was the government’s primary concern,” writes Benjamin 
Frommer.” In the post-Potsdam period, however, the Czech govern- 
ment attempted to enforce a more cultural definition of Czech national- 
ity, allowing those Germans to stay who had been sufficiently assimi- 
lated into Czech culture. Jeremy King notes the shift in policy from 
“Once a German always a German” to “Once a Czech, always a 
Czech.”* New regulations demanded that those who were German by 
“ethnicity” but had declared themselves Czechs or Slovaks during the 
Nazi occupation should not be forced to leave. The Ministry of Interior 
issued a circular on August 24, 1945, which insisted that the courts pay 
attention to “customary [not necessarily ‘racial”] perspectives through 
which national identity is determined.” Subjective factors should be 
taken into account: How did individuals register in prewar censuses? 
How did they identify themselves at the communal level, when applying 
for rations cards, enrolling in school, or registering with the police? Did 
they belong to Czech or German political parties, clubs, unions, and 
church groups? To which heritage did their parents adhere? The circular 
concluded: “In addition to this, such discrete facts must be evaluated in 
relationship to each other, and one cannot be satisfied with just one 
such indicator [of nationality], especially when we are dealing with cir- 
cumstances that easily change over time.”** Even though the Czech au- 
thorities wanted to make a clean break with the Germans and separate 
radically Czech from German nationality, they did not want to do so us- 
ing Nazi racial criteria. Benjamin Frommer’s work on intermarriage in 
this period demonstrates, as well, that after the bulk of the Germans had 
left, the Czech government was ready to think in terms of “elected” na- 
tionality.% 

Flexibility at the margins of nationality did not mean that the Czechs 
would tolerate any continuity of “Germanness” in the reconstructed re- 
public. As in other cases of ethnic cleansing, the authorities did every- 
thing possible to erase the physical remnants and even memory of Ger- 
man culture and civilization in the former Sudetenland. Benes made it 
clear that not just the Germans would have to go but also their civiliza- 
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tion: “Let our motto be: to definitively de-Germanize our homeland, 
culturally, economically, politically.”®° Place names were changed, Ger- 
man monuments destroyed, and graveyards defaced. All German prop- 
erty was seized and in some cases turned over to Czech settlers from 
urban areas. Derek Sawyer writes that the glories of German Prague 
were also erased from the Czech view. The neo-Renaissance Neues 
Deutsches Theater, which was built by the Prague Germans in 1886- 
87, became the Smetana Theater. The Casino, which, “for over seventy 
years was the social hub of German Prague,” was renamed the Slavonic 
House. Sawyer concludes: “What was left was a denuded landscape, 
shorn of its ethnic and social complexities and ripe for the imposition of 
a unitary national script. ”87 

The ethnic cleansing of Bohemia and Moravia, like the other cases 
discussed in this book, represented the culmination of long-standing ri- 
valries and resentments, in this case against German domination of the 
Czechs going back to White Mountain and including ill-treatment at 
the hands of the Habsburgs. Communists and noncommunists alike 
approved, indeed urged, the expulsion of the Germans as part of a new 
stage in the development of the Czechoslovak social and economic or- 
der. To be sure, the national enmity that surfaced naturally as a conse- 
quence of the war gave the expulsions the character of a spontaneous 
wave of nationalist revenge for the German occupation. But the Czech 
political leadership framed this national upheaval in terms of a social 
revolution to remove German landowners and factory owners from po- 
sitions of power and seize their properties in the name of a radical dem- 
Ocratic, antifascist state.” “We are finished with the Germans in 
Czechoslovakia,” Jan Masaryk stated. “There is no possible way to get 
us to live under the same umbrella again.” 


Polish Wartime Plans 


The case of the expulsion of the Germans from Poland is both more and 
less complicated than that of their expulsion from Czechoslovakia. It is 
less complicated because the nature of the German occupation of Po- 
land, in which the Poles were exploited, brutalized, humiliated, and 
subjected to mass murder, puts their lust for revenge and their fearsome 
attacks on the Germans in a more understandable context. The Czechs, 
after all, did not suffer terribly at the hands of the Germans, certainly 
not in comparison to the Poles. Their economy remained in decent 
shape; their losses in the war were comparatively small; they were often 
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able to maintain their communal lives without excessive interference 
from the occupiers.?! None of this could be said about Poland. 

Yet the situation of the Poles was more complicated than that of the 
Czechs for several reasons. First, Polish demands for the expulsion of 
the Germans were related to the shifting calculus of Polish territorial 
claims during the war. The Soviet Union was increasingly insistent on 
incorporating eastern Poland (western Belorussia and western Ukraine) 
into its territories, much as it had done as a result of the Nazi-Soviet 
Pact of 1939. As Allied concessions to this demand became ever more 
likely, and as Soviet plans for the absorption of this territory were put 
into effect, the Poles more resolutely sought compensation in the West 
from the Germans. At the same time, Polish claims on Danzig 
(Gdansk), East Prussia, and German territories east of the Oder were 
presented to the Allies long before it became apparent they would lose 
territories in the east. Internal memoranda of the Polish government- 
in-exile in 1942 indicate that the Poles were interested in territory east 
of the Oder but were ready to settle for the eastern Neisse as the south- 
ern section of the western border with Germany. The Poles worried 
about the overwhelming number of Germans living between the west- 
ern and eastern Neisse rivers, who would be impossible to incorporate 
into the new Polish Republic given their “fanatic anti-Polish views” and 
who could not be expelled because—it was thought—public opinion in 
Great Britain in particular would not tolerate it? But as the war pro- 
gressed, Polish ambitions grew. The almost completely German city of 
Stettin (Szczecin) and the adjacent islands in the Oder were claimed as 
“the key to Central Europe.” The Poles went so far as to demand occu- 
pation rights along the Baltic as far as Rostock-Warnemiinde and Riigen 
and sought to participate in the occupation of the Kiel Canal.” Lower 
Silesia, inhabited by nearly three million Germans, also eventually be- 
came a central focus of Polish war aims. 

Although the Polish case is also complicated by the fact that the Sovi- 
ets broke off relations with the London government-in-exile in April 
1943, ostensibly over the Katyn affair, there remained few differences 
between the communists and noncommunists on the issue of expelling 
the Germans. As early as February 1940, Polish Foreign Minister 
Zaleski included the deportation of Germans from prewar Poland and 
East Prussia as a major Polish war aim.?* After his return from Moscow 
in 1941, General Sikorski, the Polish president, insisted that “the Ger- 
man horde, which for centuries had penetrated to the east, should be 
destroyed and forced to draw back far [to the west ].”°5 In exile, the Pol- 
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ish government worked out legal procedures that would deprive the 
Germans of Polish citizenship and of their property.” They also en- 
gaged the difficult problem of defining who was a Pole and who was 
not.” But the end result was to be the same: the total expulsion of the 
Germans from the western territories. Poles and Germans cannot live 
together in one country, states an internal London Government memo- 
randum in August 1944. “The Germans, who do not leave the territory 
of Poland themselves after the war, will have to be expelled.”®® The Pol- 
ish underground supported these policies with its actions against the 
Germans, applying the precepts of collective guilt to all manner of Ger- 
mans. “Now they will know what collective guilt means.” 

When Stanislaw Mikolajczyk returned to Poland in June 1945, to 
join the new Government of National Unity agreed to at Yalta, his 
speeches were as militant about ridding the country of Germans as were 
those of Wladyslaw Gomulka, communist minister for the “recovered 
territories.” As deputy prime minister of the new government and head 
of the Polish Peasant Party, Mikolajczyk saw the expulsion of the Ger- 
mans as a social as well as national act. German exploiters, the German 
middle class, German landowners would be expelled and replaced by 
Poles. The Polish peasantry would no longer suffer at the hands of the 
German upper class.! Just as in Czechoslovakia, the expulsion of the 
Germans was seen as a revolutionary act. Meanwhile, Gomulka sent out 
orders to party officials to get rid of the Germans: “We must expel all 
the Germans because countries are built on national lines and not on 
multinational ones.”}°! 


Expulsion 


The situation of Germans in the western territories was much more 
fluid and uncertain than that of the Germans in the Sudetenland. The 
Red Army reached the Oder in January and February of 1945, halting 
for a strategic regrouping before the final assault on Berlin in April. 
Many hundreds of thousands of Germans fled before the advancing So- 
viet armies, only to return to their homes after the capitulation in early 
May. In Wroclaw (Breslau) for example, some tens of thousands of Ger- 
mans returned after the signing of the armistice, assuming that their na- 
tive city would remain German, as it had been for centuries.!°? Between 
May and the Potsdam conference in late July, tens of thousands of Ger- 
mans were moving in both directions, west and east, both groups warn- 
ing the others of what awaited them.!® (One is reminded of the sad 
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plight of the Jews after the Nazi-Soviet Pact in August 1939. They 
crossed the river Bug between the Soviet and Nazi zones heading in 
both directions from the opposite banks, those going to Soviet territory 
and to German territory frantically gesticulating to the others that they 
were crazy.) The Germans who returned to their Silesian and Pomera- 
nian homes counted on the fact that these lands, temporarily assigned 
to Polish occupation by the Yalta Conference, would be returned to 
Germany by the eventual peace conference. The Polish secret police 
worried that many Poles also assumed that these territories would be re- 
turned to the Germans.!% 

Even after Potsdam, where the Allies agreed to the transfer of Ger- 
mans from territory occupied by the Poles, the Germans continued to 
hope that either a peace conference would return these lands to German 
control or that Allied cooperation itself would break down and German 
sovereignty over the territory would be restored.!0 The Potsdam Con- 
ference had left in question the right of the Poles to the newly occupied 
territory in the west. The situation that the Germans encountered when 
they returned to their homes was horrible. Their animals had been 
slaughtered; the houses were robbed; they faced hunger, anarchy, and 
chaos. “In our home village,” wrote one returnee, “we found empty 
and destroyed homes and farms. All the farm machinery had disap- 
peared, the cattle were slaughtered or taken away.”!° No sooner did 
many repair their homes and begin to rebuild their lives than the new 
Polish administration forced them to leave again. As the war came to an 
end, Gomulka set up police detachments along the newly claimed 
Oder-Neisse border. Their job was to make sure that the Germans went 
one direction only—west into Soviet-occupied Germany. “As for those 
Germans who are still there,” Gomulka wrote, “the kinds of conditions 
should be created so that they won’t want to remain.”!07 

Those who fled west did so under severe Polish pressure. By their 
own actions, the Germans had engendered the fierce hatred of the 
Poles. This was evident from the very beginning of the German occupa- 
tion, as attested to by Gerhard Hauptmann, a German writer who had 
lived for years in Silesia. Hauptmann wrote in his diary as early as De- 
cember 30, 1939: “After waking up, the terror of the war pressed in my 
chest: Poland! How much hate has been released there. We destroyed 
Poland, delivered up half of it to the Russians, calling forth all the spirits 
of revenge on us for a century. Why is it that this pitiless nationalism has 
been aroused everywhere and in everything.”108 

Over the course of the occupation, this hatred of Poles for their Ger- 
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man oppressors became so deep and natural that it was barely articu- 
lated. There was no need. When the war ended, the hatred of the Ger- 
mans was part of society; there would be no pardoning of their national 
oppressors.!° As a result, no less than the Czechs, the Poles attacked, 
subdued, and humiliated German civilians, seizing their property and 
goods and sometimes throwing them out of their homes. Germans 
were beaten senseless and murdered; German women and girls were 
raped and abused; Germans—more often than not whole families— 
committed suicide by the thousands. The suicides were sometimes pre- 
cipitated by news of the arrival of the Red Army, sometimes by Polish 
notification of deportation.!° 

How many Germans died in the process of being driven from their 
homes by the Poles is hard to know. Hunger and sickness took count- 
less lives; the Russian offensive was costly for civilians, as was the Polish 
takeover and forced deportations. Large numbers of Germans died en 
route to hard labor in the Soviet Union as well as in Soviet and Polish 
detention and work camps in Poland itself. Probably half a million died 
as a direct result of the deportations; in all likelihood, at least twice that 
many lost their lives during this period as the result of the ethnic cleans- 
ing of Poland.!!! Some studies based on local records provide a sense of 
the many different kinds of mortal dangers faced by the Germans at the 
end of the war and the beginning of the peace. According to the histo- 
rian Piotr Madajczyk, in the village of Bojkow (Schönwald), 250 
Germans suffered casualties during the war, 180 members of the 
Wehrmacht died, 30 civilians died, 200 were murdered in January 
1945, no doubt as a result of the Russian offensive, 30 died or were 
killed in Polish camps, 70 died while fleeing, and 100 were transported 
to the Soviet Union. A second author, estimating the cause of German 
mortality in Byezyn (Prudnicki region), divides the 219 total deaths as 
follows: 18 killed in battle, 11 killed during the occupation as Volksturm 
(hastily assembled local guard units), 7 by suicide, 1 during deporta- 
tion, 69 while taking flight (in Dresden), 2 in the camps.™? 

Much as in Czechoslovakia, the Germans in Poland were absolutely 
petrified of the Soviet occupation and suffered terribly in its wake. 
Rape, gang rape, and rape murder were part of everyday life.'"* The So- 
viets robbed Germans and invaded their homes without the least hesita- 
tion. Still, as countless German memoirists report, the Poles were con- 
sidered much more relentless in their persecution of the Germans than 
the Soviets. The Russians were considered more tolerant of the use of 
the German language, which they seemed to know better than Polish, 
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and they were less interested in changing place names and street signs 
into Polish. They relied heavily on their German maps and on their Ger- 
man food suppliers. 

Moreover, the Soviet armed forces needed economic contributions 
from the Germans; they were far less motivated than the Poles to drive 
the Germans off of prosperous farms and out of functioning factories 
and workshops. Rudolf von Thadden writes: “It is hardly surprising that 
the withdrawal of the Russians often resulted in the parallel deportation 
of the last Germans from a particular locale.”"® The Russians them- 
selves were often astonished by the Polish actions. The Political Section 
of the Red Army reported back to Moscow on August 30, 1945: “The 
German population is starving in many places, in other areas they are 
under the immediate threat of starvation in the near future. Not only 
does the plundering of the Germans on the part of the Poles not stop, 
but it gets stronger all the time. There are more and more frequent 
cases of unprovoked murders of German inhabitants, unfounded ar- 
rests, long prison confinements with purposeful humiliation.” Things 
were so bad, the report continued, that Red Army soldiers had to step 
in sometimes to keep the Poles in line, leading in a number of cases to 
conflict between Soviet soldiers and the Poles.1!” 

In this Polish “wild west,” gangs of marauders, usually from central 
Poland, stole as much as they could from the Germans before returning 
to their homes laden with loot—furniture, clothes, valuables, and food- 
stuffs.118 Rape and pillage were common; it made no difference to the 
Poles whether the Germans they attacked had been antifascists or not. 
German homes were open territory; the Poles could go into any Ger- 
man dwelling and take what they wanted, even the dwelling itself. If the 
Germans attempted to defend themselves, they were often beaten and 
sent off to the feared internment camps.!!? To denounce a German as a 
Nazi was enough to gain access to their property: Piotr Madajczyk 
writes in this connection that the main investigative methods of those 
days was to beat the Germans.!° 

To make matters worse, the police and civilian Polish authorities were 
weak and ineffective in face of these depredations, and they were gener- 
ally unwilling to interfere. The secret police stayed out of the fray; they 
felt they had enough to do in fighting underground bands of anti- 
government Poles (and sometimes Germans).!?! As a result, the regular 
militia used the very real threat of internment to bully the Germans 
themselves and extract food and money from them. In Silesia, noted 
one Soviet report, “the Polish authorities do absolutely nothing to stop 
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the plundering of the [German] population.” In fact, they sometimes 
joined in.!?? The lawlessness was ubiquitous. In the entire district of 
Opole Silesia, wrote a Polish party official, “Terrible arbitrariness is the 
rule; the people have lost all feeling for right and wrong, no crime 
arouses any sense of surprise. The militia and in part also the security 
forces rape and pillage the population, so that people break out in terri- 
ble anxiety if they even see a militiaman.” It was often the case that 
women simply ran for cover the moment they saw a Polish policeman.!?® 
The Soviets episodically protected Germans against the Poles, but very 
inconsistently.!?* 

. By the end of 1945, tens of thousands of Polish settlers from the east- 
ern lands given over to the Soviet Union arrived in the western territo- 
ries in search of homes and farmsteads. The settlers themselves were of- 
ten in terrible shape, having endured violence and privation during their 
deportation and transport. They arrived with little or nothing them- 
selves.!?5 The results were predictable; the pressure on the remaining 
Germans increased even more. If possible, the Germans tried to gain ac- 
cess to the rail transports to occupied Germany provided by the Allies. 
Severe backups in the rail system meant, however, that huge crowds of 
Germans could not leave right away. Many were placed in labor battal- 
ions or in camps. In some cases, Germans camped out at various rail sta- 
tions and waited for weeks. In other cases, the transports by rail were in- 
terrupted by problems with the equipment or lines. With no food or 
shelter, and their currency worthless, many Germans died.?% Rail trans- 
ports in the winter of 1945-46 had to be suspended when freight cars 
arrived at their destinations full of corpses—Germans who had died of 
the cold. The winter of 1946-47 was even more bitterly cold than the 
one before. Despite somewhat better heating facilities at the gathering 
points and in the rail cars, the fierce cold still claimed many lives.!?” One 
rail transport that left Wroclaw (Breslau) on December 23, 1946, ar- 
rived at its destination with sixty-six Germans dead and another 141 
who had to be hospitalized from frostbite, pneumonia, and shock.!?8 

In some instances, the Germans were moved out of their homes into 
ghettos—the worst areas of towns, cities, and sometimes villages—pro- 
vided with little work and minimum rations, and left under miserable 
conditions.!?? As in the Czech case, the Germans were forced to wear 
the letter N for Niemiec (German) on their sleeves; they were forbidden 
to appear in restaurants, theaters, or taverns; and they were placed by 
the Polish authorities outside the law. “We will treat the Germans like 
work animals,” stated the Polish chief of Walbrzych (Waldenburg), 
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echoing Nazi-like statements about the desired treatment of the Poles. 
“They should interest themselves in nothing. They should know only 
where they should work and their bunks.”!3° There were to be no Ger- 
man newspapers, and virtually every German school was closed 
down.'#! Orders from the central government to regularize relations 
with the German population and abandon the practice of labeling them 
with an N fell on deaf ears at the local level. 

The Poles also turned the former concentration camps and deten- 
tion facilities of the Third Reich—Auschwitz, Birkenau, Lamsdorf, 
Jaworzno, Swietochlowitz, Potulitz, and others—into labor camps for 
Nazis and suspected Nazis. Some of the camps were used simply to 
house Germans scheduled for transfer. According to Bernadetta 
Nitschke, of the 235 penal institutions (camps, detention jails, and pris- 
ons) in Poland in this period, many were used to house Germans. These 
do not count the labor camps for Germans associated with the mining 
industry.'** The Germans who were inmates in these prisons and 
camps—105,000 or so men and women, boys and girls—suffered from 
disease, malnutrition, and fearsome beatings. Even before they got to 
the camps, the Poles abused the Germans, sometimes giving them no 
more than fifteen minutes to pack up their allowed ten kilos of goods 
for the march to the camp. In the end, the fact that the Germans were 
often not allowed to take anything with them didn’t matter very much. 
Whatever they had was stolen by camp officials.!¢ Small children were 
sometimes taken from their mothers and sent off to orphanages and 
homes for wayward children. The rules in the camps about discipline 
and procedure were often adopted directly from the Nazi example. Ra- 
tions were at the same level.!3 Stomach typhus was the biggest killer. 
Venereal disease was rampant and uncontrollable, given the lack of pen- 
icillin and sulfa drugs.!3% 

According to some reports, camp directors were often Poles of Jewish 
origin who sought revenge for the fate of their people by abusing the 
inmates.'*” True or not, the camps were without doubt sometimes run 
by sadists, who picked out especially Aryan-looking Germans for abuse. 
Salomon Morel, the notorious camp commander at Swietochlowic, was 
known to strut about the grounds, routinely pistol-whipping the in- 
mates.!#® In the camps, Germans were made to sing the Nazi “Horst 
Wessel Song” and engage in all kinds of demeaning behavior.!% Thomas 
Urban estimates that about three-quarters of the total number of pris- 
oners (8,064) in one of the most notorious of the camps, Lambinowic 
(Lamsdorf), southwest of Opole, including large numbers of women 
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and children, did not survive through the spring of 1946. Other esti- 
mates of the death rate are much lower. Zygmunt Woznicka con- 
cludes that the death toll in all the camps ranged between twenty and 
fifty percent of the inmates.!*! However many died, there is little reason 
to doubt Urban’s list of the causes of death: starvation, disease, hard la- 
bor, physical injury, infection, and execution.!*? 

The director of the camp at Lambinowic, Czeslaw Geborski, was in- 
dicted by the Polish authorities in 1959 for his wanton brutality toward 
the German prisoners. He admitted at his trial that his only goal in tak- 
ing the job was “to exact revenge” on the Germans for his own treat- 
ment by them during the war.!* In the most notorious case of abuse, 
on October 4, 1945, Geborski ordered his guards to shoot down any- 
one trying to escape a fire that engulfed one of the barracks buildings; 
at least forty-eight people were killed that day, perhaps many more.'** 
The guards at Lambinowic also routinely beat German prisoners and 
stole from them. Party inspectors noted that “bouts of drunkenness and 
violence are the daily routine in the camp.” A large part of the prob- 
lem was that the camp personnel in Lambinowic, as in most of the other 
camps, were not paid a regular salary. The result was that they brutally 
extracted their wages from the prisoners.'° Lambinowic was a sad and 
horrible place. People died of hunger and disease in droves; guards re- 
called heartrending scenes of children begging for scraps of food and 
crusts of bread.!7 

How the Germans were treated varied considerably, depending on 
their status on the Volksliste (People’s List)—the racial hierarchy of 
Poles and Germans established by the Nazi administration of the 
Generalgouvernement. Those Germans who had been a minority in 
pre-1939 Poland were categorized as Volksdeutsche (local Germans), 
category 2 on the Volksliste. Their rights and property were taken away 
and they were treated as traitors, sometimes immediately executed or 
sent to prisons and camps. Reichsdentsche (Germans from the Reich), 
category 1, were either prosecuted as war criminals or deported imme- 
diately. Some 100,000 Volksdeutsche and Reichsdeutsche were trans- 
ported for forced labor to the Soviet Union. Those in categories 3 and 
4 on the Volksliste, including most of the Silesians and other so-called 
autochtons, could apply for “verification” as Poles.!** 

There was also considerable geographical variation in the way Polish 
officials dealt with the Germans.!® In anticipation of Potsdam, several 
hundred thousand Germans living in the border regions of the Oder- 
Neisse were moved out in June and July 1945, in a military-like action, 
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and forced across the border into Soviet-occupied Germany. Germans 
who lived in prewar Poland, including large numbers in the parts of Up- 
per Silesia that had been included in the Second Republic, were treated 
especially harshly. They were deprived of all rights of citizenship, in- 
terned, and forced to work in labor battalions. Some 100,000 of them 
were deported to the Soviet Union. Forced deportation to occupied 
Germany was the fate of most Germans who lived in the new areas that 
were designated for Polish occupation: Lower Silesia, formerly German 
Upper Silesia (Opole/Oppeln Silesia), eastern Pomerania, eastern 
Brandenburg, and the southern part of East Prussia. The Soviet forces 
did most of the damage in southern East Prussia; those Germans who 
did not flee or perish at the hands of the Red Army were attacked and 
humiliated by the new Polish administration.'5° Because of their status 
as autochtons, some Mazurian Germans managed to stay on during the 
deportations and proved particularly adept at keeping their traditional 
village lives and economies intact.!5! In those seaports used for the 
transportation of German war booty to the Soviet Union, like Stettin 
(Szczecin) and Danzig (Gdansk), the Germans were allowed to stay 
long enough that their deportations, after Potsdam, took place in a rela- 
tively orderly fashion. 

That reasons of state lay behind the wholesale expulsion of the Ger- 
mans is apparent from the important exceptions that were made. Both 
communist and noncommunist Polish leaders understood perfectly well 
that their ability to hold on to the “reclaimed lands” depended on con- 
tradictory needs: first, to expel Germans from the occupied territories 
so that German claims to them would be weakened and, second, to 
make these lands economically useful to Poland and the rest of Europe. 
One simply could not expel all the Germans and hope to keep industry, 
mining, transportation, and manufacturing from grinding to a halt. The 
result was that while continuing to insist in principle that all Germans 
be expelled, the Poles also applied a liberal definition of nationality 
when deciding who was, after all, a German. Many Poles who had taken 
on German citizenship as a way to survive the war in their homes were 
allowed to become Polish citizens. The autochtons—Mazurians, 
Silesians, Kashubians, and others—were also designated as Germanized 
Poles and encouraged to “re-Polonize” and remain.!5* Moreover, many 
thousands of German workers who were critical to rebuilding the eco- 
nomic infrastructure of Poland were kept in place by the authorities and 
given special rations and housing privileges.!** Mikolajczyk encouraged 
the government to undertake training programs for Polish peasants and 
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workers resettled from the east, so that they could move into jobs occu- 
pied by the Germans, but he also was determined to rid Poland of every 
last German; “for us there can be no doubt that every German is before 
anything else a German nationalist.”!5* 

The Poles were less concerned than the Czechs with the negative role 
played by the German minority in the interwar republic, though they 
too were not unhappy to see minority rights disappear. Like the Czechs, 
during the new stage of state-building after the war, the Poles envi- 
sioned a homogeneous population unimpeded by large “alien” minori- 
ties like Germans, Jews, and Ukrainians. The Germans were driven out. 
The 225,000 or so Polish Jews, who managed to survive in Poland or 
return there after the war, were shocked by the high level of Polish anti- 
Semitism, which manifested itself in a series of pogroms, the worst of 
which took place in Kielce in 1946. In Kielce and elsewhere, there was 
evidence of government connivance with or, at the very least, indiffer- 
ence to the attacks.!§5 In a “population exchange” arranged between 
the Soviet and Polish governments, some 480,000 Ukrainians in south- 
eastern Poland were moved to Ukraine, while 2.1 million Poles from 
Ukraine, Belorussia, and Lithuania were moved to Poland.1** But the 
extremely violent Polish- Ukrainian fighting that erupted during the war 
continued in the postwar period, as Ukrainians resisted being removed 
from their homes. In the spring of 1947 the Polish government 
launched a military campaign, Operation Vistula, to remove the re- 
maining 140,000 Ukrainians from the region and scattered them in the 
“recovered lands” in the west and north. Some 5,500 Ukrainians were 
killed during removal and transfer. The ethnic cleansing of the Ukraini- 
ans in southeastern Poland was complete.1*” 

Ironically, through their actions the Polish communists ensured that 
Roman Dmowski’s ultranationalist dream of “Poland for the Poles” 
would be accomplished. Yet equally important to the Poles when think- 
ing about the expulsions was the fact that Allied recognition of the in- 
corporation (versus occupation) of the recovered lands could take place 
only if the territories were thoroughly Polonized and integrated into 
the new Poland.!5® The Poles also used strategic arguments to advance 
their claims. The Baltic coastline of Poland had to be secured from Ger- 
man control and influence from East Prussia to the Oder. Mikolajczyk 
argued, moreover, that German domination of East Central Europe de- 
pended on their control of the Oder and its tributaries to the south. 
Therefore, the Oder and western Neisse border was critical to depriving 
the Germans of their expansionist routes.15? 
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De-Germanization and Polonization 


The flight and deportations of Germans and their incarceration in labor 
camps only began the long and complex process of the “de- 
Germanization” of the new People’s Poland. Unlike the Czechoslovak 
case, the Polish government acquired large new swaths of territory that 
had been German for centuries. The task of de-Germanization mirrored 
that of Polonization—or in the language of the time, re-Polonization— 
and was of the highest priority, since much of that territory had been 
given over to Polish occupation and administration by Yalta and 
Potsdam but was not yet de jure recognized as part of Poland (and 
would not be fully recognized under international law until 1990). Pol- 
ish sensitivities about this issue were understandably extreme, given the 
revanchist statements coming from the Federal Republic of Germany, in 
particular from politically influential associations of deportees. As late as 
the 1970s, signs on the formerly German territory near the Baltic coast 
stated: “This land was and always will remain Polish.” 

Polonization and de-Germanization meant first of all the elimination 
of the German population and the immigration of Poles from both cen- 
tral Poland and the east. Campaigns were initiated by both communists 
(PPR) and socialists (PPS) to make sure their local party activists partici- 
pated in the great cause of expulsion. They signed petitions and popu- 
larized slogans for the relentless deportation of the Germans. PPS slo- 
gans from Bialystok in January 1946 were typical: “All Germans have to 
leave Poland at once!”; “Not one Prussian on Polish land from the Bug 
to the Neisse”; “Poland for the Poles”; “There’s no room for Germans 
in Polish lands”; “Punish anyone who delays the time of expulsion.”!0 
These campaigns were often accompanied by force. The Germans were 
intimidated by the threat of incarceration in the camps if they did not 
leave. 

Aleksander Zawadzki, the first governor of Opole Silesia (and later 
Polish interior minister), was a fierce proponent of deporting the Ger- 
mans by any means necessary. He felt the Poles needed to cultivate their 
hate for the Germans, “for we stand before the problem of, it’s either 
them or us. There is not time at this moment for any kind of sentimen- 
tal weakness, [any] empathy for the Germans . . . Germans are our mor- 
tal enemies and we have to fight them with any means at our dis- 
posal.”!*! He was especially suspicious of the German clergy, whom he 
saw as dangerous purveyors of German culture. They were quickly 
chased away or sent to detention camps. (Catholic priests managed to 
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stay in place somewhat longer than the Protestant pastors.) He simply 
wanted no more Germans around, and he did everything he could to 
expel them from Silesia. “Every citizen has the right to arrest a German 
and doesn’t have to wait for the militia . . . And if anyone sees some 
woman or child being friendly with these Germans, then [they should] 
grab that German and that woman.”!® Zawadzki swore by the slogan 
of verification: “We will not give up a single Polish soul and we don’t 
want a single German one.”!63 

Following closely on these measures came the predictable attempts to 
de-Germanize the land. Towns and streets were renamed; German 
storefront signs were taken down; “Prussian-Hitler” memorials were re- 
moved; German inscriptions were chiseled off of buildings, church inte- 
riors, and gravestones.!* German books were removed from the 
shelves, and there was an attempt to purge Polish of its many German 
usages. In connection with the actual burning of German books and ar- 
chives, one Polish memoirist stated: “We went about the task of elimi- 
nating the remainders of Germandom in the western territories barbari- 
cally, without much subtlety. One can think about this today only with 
great shame.”!% 

Even those autochtons who were designated as Poles—some 
850,000 people altogether—were forbidden to speak German, though 
many, especially in Silesia, knew only a few words of Polish. From April 
17, 1946, on, the government forbade the use of the German language 
in public places and even at home. The police were ordered to arrest 
anyone using German as “provocateurs to [our] national feelings.”!% 
Those designated as Poles were also placed under great pressure to 
change German first or last names into their Polish equivalents—Hans 
to Jan, Georg to Jerzy, and so on. Last names were Polonized by adding 
- ski, - wiez, or - zik. 

The most difficult task for the Polish authorities was to try to get the 
local populations to think of themselves as part of a unified Polish na- 
tion. Silesian governor Zawadzki complained that the inhabitants of the 
region looked at themselves as a distinct nationality, not exactly Polish 
and not exactly German. That would have to end, he insisted. In a series 
of extremely nationalist speeches (and accompanying measures), 
Zawadzki made it clear that anyone who continued to think of them- 
selves as German should clear out of the territory or else they would be 
imprisoned. Those Silesians who were “verified” should forthwith re- 
Polonize themselves. Socializing between Poles and Germans and 
mixed marriages were forbidden. He was unhappy, as it was, with the 
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mixed marriages that had been “verified” when the German partner ex- 
pressed devotion to the Polish state and promised to raise children in 
the spirit of the Polish nation.!% “We won’t allow any covering over of 
German meat with Polish gravy. We must tell ourselves firmly that in 
Opole region the exclusive and only rulers are the Poles.”! 

The problem in the region was not just the Silesians. Those Poles 
who had been transferred from Ukraine and Belorussia, the kresy, to the 
western territories—some 2.1 million altogether—also thought of 
themselves as different from the Poles of Warsaw, Krakow, or Lublin. 
They, too, would have to be reclaimed and remade into citizens of the 
new integral Poland. This was no mere exercise in teaching language, 
customs, and law. Jozef Dubiel, an official in the Ministry of Recovered 
Territory, talked about population management in the following man- 
ner on March 22, 1945: “The task of carrying out the full re- 
polonization of Opole Silesia cannot consist simply of the verification of 
Poles [Silesians] . . . and not only in the bringing in of another several 
trainloads of repatriots [from the east]. Now the task consists of the 
shaping of these two distinct biological groups into a single entity.” 

The attempts of Zawadzki, Dubiel, and other officials to Polonize 
Silesia and other formerly German parts of People’s Poland were often 
frustrated by the continued cultural identification of the Silesians, 
Mazurians, Kashubians, and other autochtons with their special heri- 
tages and culture. Many Mazurians held ferociously to their German 
nationality. The women, in particular, feared that if they received Polish 
papers, their “German” husbands in POW camps would not be allowed 
to rejoin them.!”° Despite the terrible war, many Silesians still felt them- 
selves closer to German culture than to Polish, but they hid their feel- 
ings in order to be able to stay in the towns and villages of their birth. 
Their local ties were stronger than any national ones, Polish or Ger- 
man.!/! They knew well that conditions in the occupied zones of Ger- 
many were worse than in Poland; if they could be verified as Poles, then 
the Silesians, even those who identified with the German nation, ac- 
ceded to the formalities of Polonization. 

Many Silesians feared the Poles from the central region of the coun- 
try and felt alienated from those newly arrived from the east. Both 
groups tended to treat them with disdain. In fact, the oppression at the 
hands of the Polish authorities sometimes made the Silesians feel even 
closer to the Germans, though most were not interested in living in 
Germany itself.!”? It certainly did not help matters any that many 
Silesians were driven from their homes and sent to internment camps 
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before it was determined that they were eligible for “verification.” 3 “It 
is a painful fact,” wrote Zawadzki, that “the cleansing of Germans from 
the reclaimed lands” included the incarceration in deportee camps of 
many Poles who know the Polish language and “now consider them- 
selves Polish.” Zawadzki recognized that the Silesians were handled in 
this manner because the newly arrived Poles wanted their land and 
homes.'”* The bitterness and resentment among the Silesians against 
the outsiders expressed itself in continuing use of German at home and, 
eventually in the 1970s and 1980s, in widespread applications for emi- 
gration to the Federal Republic of Germany. 

In September 1947, three years after anti-German laws were intro- 
duced in Silesia, Zawadzki was still annoyed that so much German was 
being spoken on the street and in private, despite laws against it. He 
suggested a renewed offensive against the German language that would 
include intrusion into people’s homes to remove German from inscrip- 
tions on albums, pictures, wall-hangings, and calendars. It was espe- 
cially painful, he noted, that Polish (meaning Silesian) families contin- 
ued to tolerate German writing on the gravestones of their deceased 
family members.!75 


Conclusions 


The Czechs and Poles used the cover of war and the transition from war 
to peace to expel the Germans from their countries and to settle old 
scores. The problem of the German minority had plagued both coun- 
tries in the interwar period. Nationalist sentiments and the understand- 
able desire for revenge permeated the Polish and Czech populations, as 
they eagerly and brutally turned the tables on their former German per- 
secutors. Nationalist feelings had been exacerbated by the war and oc- 
cupation. The Nazis themselves were the primary cause of spiraling na- 
tionalist resentments. In some fashion, then, it is fair to say that the 
Germans reaped what they sowed. That so many lives were lost and ru- 
ined in the ethnic cleansing of the Germans from East Central Europe 
should be attributed, in the final analysis, to the hatred wrought by 
Nazi policy in the region. 

But a major motivation of the Czechs and Poles for expelling the 
Germans derived from the desire of the new postwar governments (and 
their predecessors in London) to rationalize and control their societies 
by making them ethnically homogeneous and fully responsive to the 
needs and goals of the dominant nationality. Unresolved interwar ten- 
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sions between Czechs and Germans and Poles and Germans contrib- 
uted to this outcome. In Poland, the Ukrainians as well as the Germans 
were sacrificed to the god of ethnic purity. Those Jews who did not fully 
assimilate into the new political culture of communist Poland were like- 
wise unwelcome in the postwar Polish state. The bulk of those Polish 
Jews who remained—some 25,000—were eventually expelled in 1968. 
In the Slovak lands, the Czechoslovak authorities expelled the Hungari- 
ans until the Soviet military authorities in Hungary insisted that the 
forced deportations be halted. Throughout Europe and the Soviet Un- 
ion, nationalism appeared to be the dominant motif of the new stage of 
state-building that accompanied the end of World War II. Recognition 
of minority rights, a principle that was at least formally accepted as part 
of the post-World War I settlement, had come crashing to an end. 
Wilsonian Europe had changed beyond recognition. 

Politics played an even more important role in Poland and Czecho- 
slovakia than it did in the Soviet Union, when Stalin and Beria decided 
to deport the Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars. No communist or 
noncommunist political leader in Prague or Warsaw could hurt his or 
her chances for success by adopting a virulently anti-German stance. 
The desire of both communists and democrats to build and consolidate 
power through popular approval buried those isolated voices which ar- 
gued that antifascist Germans—progressive citizens of interwar Poland 
or interwar Czechoslovakia—should be allowed to stay. It is hard to 
know what ordinary citizens thought of the deportation of the 
Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars, especially since very few of them 
were even aware of the situation. The expulsion of Germans from Po- 
land and Czechoslovakia was widely known and extremely popular. 
Strategic, historic, and economic arguments played their part; no one 
wanted the Germans to remain in territory that would assuredly be con- 
tested by a reunited German government in the future. 

The trauma of the war, the Nazi occupation of Poland, and the subse- 
quent expulsion of the Germans inflicted deep wounds that took a long 
time to heal. Willy Brandt took a major step forward in 1971 when he 
visited Poland and knelt in silent mourning at the monument of the 
Warsaw ghetto uprising. It took another two decades of patient diplo- 
matic exchanges for the Poles and Germans finally to sign a treaty that 
put an end to the nagging uncertainty about the incorporation of the 
western territories into Poland. Only then were the Poles willing to 
apologize for the bitter fate they had inflicted on the Germans after the 
war; and the Germans, in their turn, begged the Poles’ forgiveness for 
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the horrible events of the occupation. Both sides are coming to terms 
with their responsibility for the suffering of the other.!”6 Relations be- 
tween the two nations have markedly improved as a result. 

The Czechs and the Germans have taken much longer to come to the 
same kinds of agreements concluded by the Poles and Germans earlier 
in the 1990s. Politics explains much of the difference between the Pol- 
ish and Czech cases. The powerful Sudeten German lobby, centered in 
Bavaria and able to influence the CSU, made it very difficult for the rul- 
ing CDU to engage in dialogue with the Czechs. But the Czechs them- 
selves were not entirely blameless. Denial of the brutality of the expul- 
sions and a lingering sense of guilt about their inconsequential 
resistance to the Nazis after Munich and during the war came into play. 
The president of the Czech Republic, Vaclav Havel, has consistently 
done his best to get his countrymen to recognize the moral costs of de- 
nial. His efforts paid off in part in January 1997, when a treaty was 
signed between the Czechs and Germans, by which both sides apolo- 
gized for brutalities during and after the war and both sides agreed to 
recognize the finality of the expulsion. But many issues remain unset- 
tled, and much healing remains to be done between the nations. 


BHEBHREFIVER RH E 


The Wars of Yugoslav Succession 


Ethnic cleansing in former Yugoslavia and the genocidal attacks that 
have accompanied it are inextricably linked to the failure of the Yugo- 
slav idea of the nineteenth century, the collapse of the Yugoslav state in 
the twentieth, and the recent wars of Yugoslav succession. Even more 
directly, ethnic cleansing is tied to the creation in the 1990s of new 
states—Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia, Bosnia-Herzegovina— 
that have succeeded the old Yugoslav federation. The process is far from 
complete, and additional new states—Montenegro and Kosovo, for ex- 
ample—could emerge from the rubble of former Yugoslavia. Both the 
breakdown of Yugoslavia and the creation of new nation-states in its 
wake are rooted in the twentieth-century history of nationalism and war 
in the Balkans, not—as so often proclaimed in the popular literature and 
press—in six hundred or more years of conflict. To be sure, as they de- 
veloped in the nineteenth century, modern national movements in the 
Balkans contained exclusivist elements. But ethnic cleansing in former 
Yugoslavia is not a necessary corollary of nation-state building; it is a 
path chosen by governmental elites with concrete political goals in 
mind. The conscious choices of a Milosevic or Tudjman, backed by 
their political supporters in Serbia and Croatia, are as critical to ethnic 
cleansing as the more abstract processes of disintegration within the for- 
mer Yugoslav state and the reconstitution of its national components in 
a multistate system. 
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The Background 


In the twentieth century, two Yugoslav states have failed to meet the 
challenges presented by their multinational composition. The first—the 
Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes—was created in December 
1918 at the conclusion of World War I. Following the collapse of the 
Ottoman Empire and the Habsburg monarchy, the frontiers in the 
western Balkans were redrawn and a completely novel South Slav entity 
was created. After King Alexander’s royal coup in 1929, this country 
was officially renamed Yugoslavia. Between the world wars, Yugoslavia’s 
two largest and most important component nations, the Serbs and 
Croats, failed to share power to the satisfaction of both, gravely weaken- 
ing the country’s unity. Some historians believe that the first serious at- 
tempt to compromise Croat and Serb interests, the Sporazum of 1939, 
might have saved Yugoslavia from destruction if the war had not quickly 
followed. But the Sporazum itself contained the seeds of future conflict 
by including large Serb and Muslim minorities in the newly created 
Banovina of Croatia.! In any case, the incursions of Italian fascists and 
the Third Reich into the Balkans at the onset of World War II destroyed 
the fragile country. The bloody fratricidal killing that characterized the 
war years ended when Tito and the Partisans forged a second Yugoslav 
state. Its decentralized federal structure and highly centralized political 
system was designed to resolve the ethnic tensions between the various 
nations of Yugoslavia that had festered during the interwar period and 
caused such destruction and death during the war. 

The breakup of communist Yugoslavia at the end of the 1980s un- 
leashed forces of national antagonism that recapitulated, in some ways, 
those of World War II. Even the language of combat in the wars of Yu- 
goslav succession harked back to the struggles of the Second World 
War, long mythologized in Partisan lore. Serbs claimed to be fighting 
Croat Ustashas and Bosnian SS fascists; Croats and Bosnian Muslims 
saw themselves confronted by Serb Chetniks. Both Serb and Croat 
fighters donned the symbols and uniforms of their Croat Ustasha and 
Serb Chetnik predecessors of more than a half century ago. In so doing, 
they emphasized that the war in Bosnia was “a continuation of the Sec- 
ond World War,” as the Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic ex- 
pressed it.” The way nationalists in former Yugoslavia remembered 
World War II linked ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and Kosovo to the prob- 
lems of this century. 

Most scholars who have written about the recent war have ques- 
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tioned the assertion that it was produced by “ancient hatreds,” centu- 
ries in the making, between the nations of the region.? As they point 
out, many of these “nations” were relatively recent creations with little 
or no premodern history of entrenched struggle with their neighbors. 
Even those nations with more venerable medieval origins—Serbs, 
Croats, and Bosnians, among them—have not been locked in struggle 
or mutual animosity for centuries. The widespread images in both con- 
temporary Yugoslavia and the West of an age-old conflict between 
Turks and Serbs, Muslims and Orthodox, need considerable revision. 
The six-century-long Pax Ottomanica allowed the Balkan peoples to 
grow and develop within their own religious communities, the millets, 
even though they were under Ottoman domination. Before the end of 
the nineteenth century, a substantial percentage of the leadership of the 
Ottoman ruling class consisted of converted Christians from the Bal- 
kans—Albanians, Greeks, Serbs, Montenegrins, and others. Dozens of 
non-Turkish grand vezirs and countless Balkan generals, finance minis- 
ters, and regional governors, among others, played a critical role in the 
Ottoman administration. Conflicts and wars accompanied the Ottoman 
advance into the Balkans in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, and 
the Ottoman decline and exit from the region in the nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries also precipitated clashes and unrest. But these 
confrontations were far less significant in their own right for the wars of 
Yugoslav succession in the 1990s than in the way they were commemo- 
rated and manipulated by politicians and ideologues. 

The harnessing of historical memory to national causes did not begin, 
of course, with Milosevic, Tudjman, Karadzic, and leaders of their ilk. 
The rapid decline of the Ottoman Empire and the rise of national ideol- 
ogies in the wake of the French Revolution gave Serbs, Greeks, Bulgari- 
ans, and other Balkan peoples the idea and the opportunity to seek con- 
trol over their own affairs and to pursue state sovereignty over 
territories they claimed as their own. The claims came for the most part 
from “proto-nationalists” of the early modern period, who kept alive 
ideas of national distinctiveness during the period of Austrian and Otto- 
man Turkish domination.* Like the folk bards who passed on the oral 
epics of Balkan peoples, these literate priests, teachers, and writers culti- 
vated the historical memory of the respective “great” Serbian, Croatian, 
Bulgarian, Albanian, Bosnian, and other medieval Balkan kingdoms and 
principalities. 

During the nineteenth century, most of the peoples of the region be- 
gan nation-building. Serbs and Greeks moved first to establish inde- 
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pendent entities, while Albanians and Macedonians came much later; 
but the pattern was very similar. First, small groups of intellectuals con- 
ceived of a national entity. Second, national movements were formed 
with a narrow but significant social base in the population. Third, new 
political leaderships at the head of the respective national movements 
sought political power, either within a larger multinational entity or in 
an independence movement. Fourth, some form of autonomous unit or 
independent state was formed with concrete boundaries and an 
ethnonational identity. Finally, the new states sought to inculcate na- 
tional values into populations that had been often isolated from the pro- 
cesses of nation-building.® 

For the Serbs, the now world-famous epic poetry about the Battle of 
Kosovo, fought on St. Vitus Day (Vidovdan), June 28, 1389, provided 
the central metaphor for the heroism and self-sacrifice of the Serbian na- 
tion. On the Field of Blackbirds (Kosovo Polje), the noble Prince Lazar 
led a hopeless battle against the Ottoman sultan, Murad, electing to 
fulfill his sacred mission and that of his nation rather than sue for peace 
and thus compromise Serb honor. The Kosovo mythology remembers 
the perfidiousness of the Turks, the treachery of the noble Vuk 
Brankovic, and above all the heroism and self-sacrifice of Milos Obilic, 
who, though accused of being a traitor himself, steals into Murad’s tent, 
stabs the sultan, and dies a martyr’s death. In one of the most moving 
passages, the Kosovo Maiden—symbol of Serbian womanhood—wan- 
ders the battlefield “amongst bleeding heroes,” seeking her betrothed, 
who had been killed. 


When she finds one living midst the wounded 
Then she laves him with the cooling water, 
Gives him, sacramentally, the red wine, 
Pledges with her fair white bread the hero.° 


The epic poems commemorating the battle were passed on in frag- 
ments and parts through generations, their meanings shifting and 
changing with the needs of the Serb communities and the bards who re- 
cited to them.” The fact that Christians and Muslims fought on both 
sides of the battle—that Serbs, Croats, Albanians, and Turks could be 
found in both armies—was quickly forgotten. That the battle was prob- 
ably a stand-off, a draw, and not the epiphany of a tragic defeat also dis- 
appeared in the searing light of national self-sacrifice. The Battle of 
Maricsa (1371) was historically much more significant for the history of 
the Serbs in the Balkans than the Battle of Kosovo. But that mattered as 
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little to the Serb bards and Church fathers, who fostered the conscious- 
ness of a common Serb fate, as it did to Milosevic, who gathered more 
than a million Serbs on Kosovo Field on June 28, 1989, to commemo- 
rate the 600th anniversary of the battle.’ 

In the 1840s, the great “prince-poet” of Montenegro, Petar Petrovic 
Njegos, used the Kosovo myth to construct his own vision of the his- 
tory of Montenegro, “The Mountain Wreath.”? Here, revenge for the 
sacrifice of the Serbs at Kosovo served the cause of uniting Montenegrin 
Serbs in their battle against the Turks. In Njegos’s view, the problem 
was not so much Islam from without but Islam within—the fact that 
many Montenegrin clans had converted to Islam. In the poem, Metro- 
politan Danilo, who ruled Montenegro from 1700 to 1735, debates 
with himself and his notables how to deal with the problem. In Njegos’s 
version, Danilo wavers and pounds his chest but in the end has no 
choice but to order the massacre of the Montenegrin “Turks,” who did 
not flee at the threat of extinction. One of his generals reports back: 


Though broad enough Cetinje’s Plain 

No single seeing eye, no tongue of Turk 
Escap’d to tell his tale another day! 

We put them all unto the sword 

All those who would not be baptiz’d: 

But who paid homage to the Holy Child 
Were all baptiz’d with sign of Christian Cross. 
And as brother each was hail’d and greeted. 
We put to fire the Turkish houses 

That there might be nor stick nor trace 

Of these true servants of the Devil! 

From Cetinje to Tcheklitche we hied. 

There in full flight the Turks espied; 

A certain number were by us mown down. 
And all their houses we did set ablaze; 

Of all their mosques both great and small 

We left but one accursed heap, 

For passing folk to cast their glance of scorn.!° 


Although by the end of the nineteenth century, a single Serb national 
ideology is hard to identify, at the center of most of its variants was a 
well-developed understanding of the special role of the Serbs in defend- 
ing the South Slavs from the Turks (and Orthodox Christians from 
Muslims). Over the course of the nineteenth century, the Serbian state 
fought its way free from the Ottomans, expanded its borders, and 
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strengthened its army and bureaucracy. Using and developing the 
myths of Kosovo and Danilo, Serb leaders assumed the mantle of de- 
fending the South Slavs against the Ottoman Turks and Habsburgs. 
And within this ideology of “gathering the lands” of the Serbs, few Serb 
figures were as sanguinary as Njegos’s Danilo. 

As Ivo J. Lederer explains, the Serb national program was inherently 
expansionist. That “the frontiers of the Serbian state did not coincide 
with the boundaries of the Serbian nation lent a galvanic quality to the 
very notion of Serbian nationality while, politically and ideologically, 
every Serbian national program perforce looked to changes in the inter- 
national status quo.”!! But in expanding its borders and including Serbs 
in a single state, Serbia inevitably would have to confront the presence 
of Croats and Muslims in Bosnia. The latter were slated in most Serb 
(and Croat) national programs for forced assimilation. But an uneasy 
tension existed in the Serb national program—represented, for example, 
in the 1844 Nacertanije (Outline) of Ilija Garasanin or the political 
program of Nikola Pasic’s Serbian Radical Party—between a “narrow 
ideology” of Greater Serbianism, which excluded Croats, and a desire 
to include all South Slavs in a single state.’ It is fair say, as does Nicholas 
Miller, that even before World War I, “the ethnic model for political ac- 
tion defeated the civil model.”!3 There were simply very few Yugoslavist 
thinkers among the Serbian political and intellectual elite.'* 

The very strength and intensity of national self-consciousness among 
the Serbian political elites and cultural producers in the nineteenth cen- 
tury tended to work at cross-purposes with the development of the 
Illyrian movement, which advocated a union of equal South Slav peo- 
ples in a single state. The Croatian lawyer and linguistic pioneer 
Ljudevit Gaj sought to create an Illyrian language that would unite the 
peoples of the region in a common movement. His proclamation of the 
year 1836 stated: “The discordant strings of this lyre are Carniola, 
Carinthia, Istria, Kranj, Styria, Croatia, Slavonia, Dalmatia, Dubrovnik, 
Bosnia, Montenegro, Herzegovina, Serbia, Bulgaria, and Lower Hun- 
gary . . . Let’s stop each strumming on his own string, and tune the lyre 
in a single harmony.”'® The Balkan Wars and World War I exacerbated 
the underlying contradictions between the Serbian national idea and the 
hopes of the other peoples of the Balkans for a “single harmony.” After 
a “Young Bosnian” (Serb) terrorist-patriot assassinated Archduke Franz 
Ferdinand in Sarajevo on June 28, 1914 (the anniversary of the Kosovo 
battle), the Serbs once again defied a superior and alien power, the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchy, and sacrificed their youth to the Mo- 
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loch of war, suffering a bitter, if heroic, defeat. Meanwhile, the other 
South Slav nations, freed from Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian rule, 
developed their own mythologies of sacrifice and independence which 
insisted on an equal place in the newly constructed postwar Yugoslavia. 

The first Yugoslav state was fatally flawed from the moment of its 
birth. The two largest and most influential of its component nations— 
the Serbs and Croats—looked at the new country through different his- 
torical and political lenses.!° The Serbs saw the state’s creation as a final 
reward for their long history of battle and sacrifice on behalf of the 
South Slavs, and they assumed Serbs would govern and rule it as a uni- 
tary, centralist polity, as befitted their history and experience. From the 
very start, Croats and Slovenes, among others, contested this vision, 
looking to protect their interests through decentralization and confed- 
eration, an equal union of equal peoples. The Serbs never quite lost the 
habits of rule of the prewar kingdom, and they looked at Croat at- 
tempts to preserve a measure of autonomy as antiquated and unneces- 
sary. “Interwar Serbian domination,” writes Gale Stokes, “proved that 
Yugoslavia would remain unstable unless the issue of equity was 
squarely faced.”!7 

Many Yugoslav politicians and cultural figures of all the component 
nationalities struggled to find a formula, a way of thinking, that would 
defuse the ongoing national confrontations weakening the state and 
threatening its future.!8 The failure of this experiment became evident 
in the explosion of nationalist resentments during World War II. Croat 
Ustasha genocidal massacres of Serbs, Serb Chetnik collaboration with 
Nazis, Bosnian Muslim units in the SS, and Kosovar Albanian attacks on 
former Serb colonists all reflect the failures of the Yugoslav state to sat- 
isfy the needs of its component nationalities between the world wars. 
The very intensity with which the Yugoslavist communist Partisans at- 
tacked and eliminated “bourgeois nationalist” opponents of all stripes— 
Chetnik, Ustasha, Muslim—both during and after the Second World 
War also demonstrates the extent to which the first Yugoslavia not only 
failed to bridge the different visions of its component nations but in fact 
deepened the fatal abyss between them.!? 

Tito’s solution was to grant each nation its own territorial unit and 
governmental apparatus. On the Soviet model, these units would be 
“national in form and socialist in content,” meaning that the Commu- 
nist Party, representing the socialist future, would ensure unity through 
its Leninist principle of democratic centralism. The “sword and shield” 
of the party, the secret police, would hold the nationalist deviations in 
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check. The Yugoslav People’s Army, heavily imbued with the Partisan 
ethos of Yugoslav patriotism, also served as an important counterweight 
to separatist tendencies. Especially after the break with the Soviet Union 
in 1948, Tito was in firm control of this powerful Yugoslav communist 
triad of party, police, and army. Tito and his friends, writes Ivo Banac, 
held the state together “by the skillful use of fear.” “Without commu- 
nism,” he says, “there would have been no postwar Yugoslav state.” 
Nevertheless, the new postwar communist cultural elite made consider- 
able progress developing a “supranational Yugoslav culture,” one that 
found some support in the works of the writers Ivo Andric and Miroslav 
Krleza and the sculptor Ivan Mestrovic, among others.?! Numerous 
challenges to this Yugoslavist ideology arose even before Tito died in 
1981. But after his death, tensions between the component nations re- 
surfaced to threaten the integrity of the state, and the supranational Yu- 
goslav culture was increasingly challenged by particularist critics. 

Two models are commonly used to describe the emergence of na- 
tionalist struggles in Yugoslavia after Tito’s death. The first, which 
might be called the “freezer model,” implicitly praises Tito’s dictator- 
ship for holding separatist strivings in check and for forcing Serbs, 
Croats, Slovenes, and others to be Yugoslavs. The proponents of this 
model argue that once the constraints imposed by Tito’s rule dissolved, 
nationalism reared its ugly head and resumed its destructive force, pick- 
ing up where the World War II interethnic fighting left off. The second 
model, which might be called the “incubator model,” looks much more 
critically at Tito’s contribution to postwar nationalism in Yugoslavia. 
Here, Tito’s penchant for maintaining a balance between the nationali- 
ties by giving to one and taking from the other, depending on the time 
and circumstances, ended up antagonizing all of them eventually and 
exacerbating resentments among them. His support for satisfying na- 
tional interests “up to a point” in Croatia and Slovenia built up expecta- 
tions for autonomy and wound up alienating local nationalists, who 
were unwilling to accept limitations on their activities, especially in the 
cultural realm. At the same time, this policy provoked Serb unitarists, 
who already thought of themselves as exploited and maligned by un- 
grateful Croats and Slovenes. The crushing of Croat attempts to de- 
velop complete cultural autonomy in 1971 turned out to be a harbinger 
of what was to come. 

Much as in the Soviet Union, the policies that promoted nationalist 
“form” and socialist “content” by the 1970s and 1980s actually pro- 
duced the opposite: republics that looked and acted as though they 
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were socialist but were increasingly nationalist in their essentials.” 
However justifiable, Tito’s recognition of Bosnian Muslims as a nation- 
ality in 1968 had much the same effect as his granting of legal auton- 
omy to Kosovo and the Kosovar Albanians in the constitution of 
1974.23 It promoted the Muslims’ own demands for greater status 
within the Yugoslav federation, while worrying and angering Serbian 
leaders in Belgrade, not to mention Serbs who lived in both areas. The 
“brotherhood of nations” fostered and developed by the Tito regime, 
especially in the 1960s, backfired on Yugoslavia. Each brother nation 
paid more attention to its own needs that those of the brotherhood it- 
gelf? 

Like most dictators, Tito made sure that no logical successors were 
around to step into his shoes when he died in 1981. Instead, he set up a 
rotating presidency to lead the state—institutionalizing the dysfunc- 
tional bargaining between nations at the very pinnacle of the federal 
government. The devolution of power to the republics and the paralysis 
at the federal executive and legislative levels became even more pro- 
nounced, and trends toward separatism and nationalism intensified as a 
result. The two largest nations of Yugoslavia, the Serbs and Croats, in- 
creasingly attempted to manipulate the federal system in order to for- 
ward their own narrow national interests.’ Economic problems in the 
1980s, including severe inflation and high rates of unemployment, were 
compounded by pressure from the country’s creditors. This economic 
crisis prompted the richer republics, Croatia and Slovenia, to cut loose 
from the ballast of the poorer ones, including Serbia.” Meanwhile, the 
Serbs felt they also had been dealt a bad hand by Tito and now sought 
to redress the balance by asserting their dominance within the federa- 
tion in general and within Serbian lands in particular, especially Kosovo. 
Meanwhile, a sea change was occurring in the impending collapse of 
communism in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. At the time, it 
was hard to see that Yugoslavia would be its most bloodied victim. 


The Nationalist Frenzy of the 1980s 


The acceleration of national antagonisms that drove Yugoslavia into war 
and ethnic cleansing from the summer of 1991 onward has a number of 
important reference points during the previous decade. Although few 
could have predicted what was to come from these events individually 
or collectively, no one doubted that conflict was in the air and that po- 
litical leadership would have to be exerted to avoid bloodshed. Kosovo 
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was one of these reference points, where overwhelming Serbian domi- 
nation of a substantial Albanian majority—by the end of the 1980s 
some 90 percent of the population—could not continue indefinitely. 
Every attempt by the Kosovar Albanians to increase control over their 
own affairs met with more violent Serbian countermeasures and brutal- 
ity. Student protest demonstrations in the spring of 1981 led to the dec- 
laration of a state of emergency in Kosovo and further Serbian repres- 
sion against the Albanian community, which continued in one form or 
another throughout the decade.?” 

The second reference point was the ongoing hostility in the Yugoslav 
Federation between the Serbs on the one hand and the Croats and 
Slovenes on the other. In 1985 and 1986 the Slovene government took 
unilateral steps toward assuming complete control over their own bud- 
getary and judicial affairs. Meanwhile, the nonconformist Slovene youth 
magazine Mladina doggedly attacked and ridiculed the Yugoslav fed- 
eral parliament and the armed forces.* By the mid-1980s, the Croats 
also sought to introduce a genuinely confederal arrangement by which 
they could control more of the revenues of their profitable industries, 
including the booming Dalmatian tourist business. But control of the 
Croatian party by political conservatives and periodic repressive mea- 
sures against manifestations of nationalism kept Croat dissent below the 
surface for most of the decade.” 

The third reference point, less noticed but equally important to the 
development of interethnic antagonisms, was the growing national con- 
sciousness of the Bosnian Muslims. The Muslim elite looked to deepen 
its influence on the republic’s policies and institutions, and alienated 
both Serbs and Croats in the process. In 1983, thirteen Muslim 
intellectuals, led by Alija Izetbegovic, later president of Bosnia- 
Herzegovina, were brought to trial on charges of “hostile and counter- 
revolutionary acts derived from Muslim nationalism.”*? The primary 
evidence used against Izetbegovic was his authorship of the so-called Is- 
lamic Declaration of 1970. Noel Malcolm writes: “Izetbegovic pointed 
out that the text said nothing about making Bosnia ethnically pure, and 
indeed that it contained no reference to Bosnia at all; but such details 
did not detain the court, which sentenced him to fourteen years impris- 
onment, reduced on appeal to eleven years.”®! Like other Muslims in 
Yugoslavia as a whole, the Bosnians were deeply aware of their second- 
class status in the communist state and were determined to express their 
nationality as distinct from their Serb and Croat Slavic cousins. 

Developments in Kosovo, Croatia, and Bosnia were tied to national- 
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ist rumblings in Belgrade, the fourth and most important reference 
point. Serbs felt a growing sense of hostility and isolation from their 
neighbors. Like the Russians in the Soviet Union, the Serbs understood 
their role as the preservers and defenders of Yugoslav unity and integ- 
rity. Also mirroring Russian attitudes about Soviet policies, the Serbs 
felt that their own interests had been sacrificed in the Yugoslav system. 
They were the ones who should complain, not the Croats, Slovenes, or 
Bosnian Muslims. From their point of view, they had fought two world 
wars on behalf of the other nations of the federation; they had lost 
countless sons on the battlefield; and now they were faced with criticism 
and accusations of hegemony. The Croats and Slovenes lived much 
better than they, yet both republics sought to control more of their re- 
sources. Even more galling to the Serbs was the sense that the growing 
nationalism of the other peoples of Yugoslavia jeopardized the life and 
property of Serbs who lived outside of Serbia proper. In the Croatian 
borderlands, in Kosovo, and in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Serbs perceived 
that their nation was on the defensive and in trouble. 

Only slightly overstating his case, Warren Zimmermann, former U.S. 
ambassador to Yugoslavia, writes: “In the Balkans, intellectuals tend to 
be the standard bearers of nationalism; in Serbia, this is carried to fetish- 
istic lengths.”3 Therefore it was fitting that the first important open 
manifestation of Serb nationalist rhetoric came with the release of the 
now infamous “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences” in 
September 1996.3? The memorandum was more important for what it 
represented than for what it actually said. Leading Serb writers and 
scholars, with Dobrica Cosic and Antonije Isakovic at their head, gave 
notice of a public turn in the ideology of the Serb intelligentsia. The 
memorandum signaled the shift from the promotion of Yugoslavism, 
colored with a tinge of Serbian patriotism, to outright Serbian national- 
ism and even pan-Serbism. 

For some Serb intellectuals, like Mihailo Markovic and Svetozar 
Stojanovic, adherence to the memorandum indicated their abandon- 
ment of the humanistic Marxism of the heady days of Praxis, the world- 
famous democratic Marxist journal, and their new allegiance to the ex- 
clusive interests of the Serbian nation.3+ Many leading Serb intellectuals 
felt profound disappointment in the Yugoslav experiment and resent- 
ment at having been taken advantage of by the other nations of the fed- 
eration. “Not all the national groups were equal” in Yugoslavia, the 
memorandum stated. “The Serbian nation, for instance, was not given 
the right to have its own state. The large sections of the Serbian people 
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who live in other republics, unlike the national minorities, do not have 
the right to use their own language and script; they do not have the 
right to set up their own political or cultural organizations or to foster 
the common cultural traditions of their nation together with their co- 
nationals.”*5 

The memorandum expressed particular resentment against the situa- 
tion of the Serbs in Kosovo, who, it claims, were the subject of “geno- 
cide.” Kosovo is the symbol of the Serbs’ “historical defeat” in Yugosla- 
via. “In the spring of 1981,” the memorandum asserts, “open and total 
war was declared on the Serbian people.” “Unless things change radi- 
cally, in less than ten years’ time there will no longer be any Serbs left in 
Kosovo, and an ‘ethnically pure’ Kosovo, that unambiguouisly stated 
goal of the Greater Albanian racists, already outlined in the programmes 
and actions of the Prizren League of 1878-1881, will be achieved.”%¢ 

The memorandum captured the mood of the Belgrade nationalist in- 
telligentsia in the mid-1980s. It also was eerily accurate in predicting a 
sanguinary future. For example, it identified the potentially explosive 
mood of the Serbs, while in some ways also contributing to it: “The 
present state of depression of the Serbian people, against a background 
of chauvinism and Serbophobia which are gaining in intensity in some 
milieux, provides fertile soil for an ever more drastic manifestation of 
the national sensibilities of the Serbian nation and reactions which 
might be inflammatory and dangerous.” It accurately focused on 
Kosovo as the critical test case of Yugoslav unity. Indeed, the Croats, 
Slovenes, Bosnians, and others were watching carefully as the Serbs 
tried to deal with the Kosovo situation. 

Unfortunately, the memorandum called for extreme actions. Serbia 
could not allow the other republics to determine its policies to bring 
“to heel” “aggressive Albanian nationalism in Kosovo.” Thus, both 
Vojvodina and Kosovo “should become genuinely integral parts of the 
Republic of Serbia, while receiving that degree of autonomy which does 
not disrupt the integrity of the Republic and which will be able to satisfy 
the general interests of the community at large.” In short, the memo- 
randum recommended removing Kosovo’s autonomy and subordinat- 
ing the interests of the Kosovar Albanians to those of the Serbs. 
Milosevic would take this fateful path in 1989, which would lead to the 
Serbian ethnic cleansing of Kosovo and NATO bombing of Serbia in 
the spring of 1999. 

Just as the “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences” en- 
capsulated the transformation of Serb intellectuals into nationalist pro- 
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pagandists, the career of Slobodan Milosevic represented the marked 
shift of Serbian politics in a nationalist direction. Milosevic was a former 
law student and banker, a member and by the mid-1980s leader of the 
Serbian branch ofthe Yugoslav Socialist Party, and an ambitious and at- 
tractive politician. Some biographers attribute his drive for power to a 
psychosis derived from two desperately unhappy parents, both of whom 
committed suicide. Some emphasize the important influence of his wife, 
Mirjana Markovic, to whom he had been close since school days in 
Pozarevac and who has been his life-long political partner.” Markovic is 
the head of her own “communist” political party, the Yugoslav United 
Left. When Milosevic visited the town of Kosovo Polje in April 1987, 
no one imagined that the visit would “change the course of history.” 
Milosevic encouraged the ultranationalist Kosovar Serbs to take their 
fate in their own hands. In saying to the assembled crowd, “From now 
on, no one has the right to beat you!” he let the Kosovar Serbs, as well 
as the Serbs back in Belgrade, know that the force of the Yugoslav state 
would be used to maintain Serbian control of Kosovo. The crowd 
shouted back “Slobo, Slobo,” and Milosevic understood immediately 
the intoxicating power of nationalist rhetoric. Milosevic’s exaltation was 
captured on a film clip included in the BBC documentary, “Yugoslavia: 
Death of a Nation.” ® 

In a subsequent meeting with Kosovar Serbs, Milosevic raised the 
ante even higher, calling for active struggle against the Albanians. “This 
is your land, here are your houses, fields and gardens, your memories. 
You are not going to leave your land just because life has become 
difficult, because you are suffering from injustice and humiliation. It 
was never in the spirit of the Serb and Montenegrin people to withdraw 
in face of difficulties, to demobilize itself when it should fight, to be- 
come demoralized when the situation is hard. You should stay here be- 
cause of your ancestors and your heirs.”* 

Shortly after his visit to Kosovo, Milosevic seized control of the Ser- 
bian government and party apparatus, deposing his former mentor, Ivan 
Stambolic, and purging opponents of his nationalist course. Milosevic 
then sought to abrogate those provisions of the Serbian constitution 
that allowed Kosovo (and Vojvodina) autonomous status within Serbia 
and therefore within the Yugoslav entity as a whole. By his actions, 
Milosevic intended to withdraw the rights of Kosovar Albanians that 
they had held in the province since 1974, when they effectively were 
given republican status by Tito and the new Yugoslav constitution. The 
Kosovar Albanians protested moves to limit their autonomy, calling 
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strikes and mass meetings around the country. That was all that 
Milosevic needed to send in the army and proclaim a state of emer- 
gency. By the end of March 1989, Milosevic had what he wanted. 
“Kosovo’s ‘autonomy, ” writes Noel Malcolm, “was now reduced to a 
mere token.”*? 

But this was only the beginning of the Kosovars’ problems. Con- 
tinuing clashes with police led to the arrest of large numbers of Kosovar 
Albanian activists. Albanian-language schools were closed down. Alba- 
nians were persecuted on the street and in their homes. Many lost their 
jobs. Serbs were openly favored in economic policies, Albanians clearly 
discriminated against. Many young and talented Kosovar Albanians left 
to find work and practice their occupations in Western Europe. The sit- 
uation was bleak; Kosovo was effectively under martial law. 

Meanwhile, Milosevic continued to ride the wave of nationalism, us- 
ing it to oust his political opponents and consolidate his power. He 
seemed as gifted at isolating and eliminating potential centers of politi- 
cal opposition as he was at finding support among Serb nationalists.** 
On June 28, 1989, the 600th Anniversary of the Battle of Kosovo, 
Milosevic called a mass rally on Kosovo Field, and a million Serbs 
showed up. Like Hitler descending through the clouds by airplane to 
attend the Nuremberg rally portrayed in Leni Riefenstahl’s “Triumph 
of the Will,” Milosevic arrived by helicopter amidst a throng of excited 
supporters to deliver a warning of war and sacrifice: “Serbs in their his- 
tory have never conquered or exploited others. Through two world 
wars, they have liberated themselves and, when they could, they also 
helped others to liberate themselves . . . The Kosovo heroism does not 
allow us to forget that, at one time, we were brave and dignified and 
one of the few who went into battle undefeated . . . Six centuries later, 
again we are in battles and quarrels. They are not armed battles, though 
such things should not be excluded yet.”* Surrounded by Serbian Or- 
thodox priests, Milosevic repeated the refrain that Serbia had suffered 
too much to allow Yugoslavia’s component parts to fall away through 
autonomy or separation. Wherever Serb bones lie buried in the soil, 
Milosevic insisted, that was Serbian territory. Wherever Serb blood was 
shed, that was the Serbian patrimony. 

Much like the “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences,” 
Milosevic’s speeches at rallies in Kosovo in 1987 and 1989 were nation- 
alistic but hardly Hitlerian in content. Nor was there any of the nasty 
racism or exaltation of violence that was to characterize the wars of the 
1990s. But the turn to nationalism was as apparent in Serb political life 
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as it was in Serb intellectual circles. Milosevic’s major rivals on the 
Serbian political scene, Vuk Draskovic of the Serbian Renewal Move- 
ment and Vojislav Seselj of the Serbian Radical Party, propounded 
ultranationalist programs. In typical rhetoric, the back cover of the Rad- 
icals’ program proclaimed: 


Serb, brother, never forget! 

These are Serbian lands! 

Rivers of blood have been spilt for them 

And that is why they must be in a Serbian state.*% 


The Serbian National Renewal claimed that the “Bolshevik-Titoist” 
conspiracy that brought glorious Serbdom to a state of “civilizational 
penury and the very brink of biological extinction.”” The Serbian 
countryside also fed the upsurge of nationalist sentiment. Religious in- 
tolerance and resentment of the cosmopolitan city resonated in the vil- 
lages with Milosevic’s “anti-bureaucratic revolution.” The unity of the 
folk, religion, and nation had broad appeal.* Socialism and Yugoslavism 
belonged to the past; the failure of one meant the collapse of the 
other. The future would have to be negotiated with an armed and 
dangerous Serbia. 

These changes in the thinking of Serbian politicians and intellectuals 
at the end of the 1980s were part of a rapid—even revolutionary—para- 
digm shift in both Yugoslavia and the former communist bloc. Social- 
ism had failed as an economic and political system. People in the region 
had understood this fact for a long time; what now became apparent 
was that something could be done about it. One after another, the com- 
munist regimes in Eastern Europe were deposed in 1989 and replaced 
by ostensibly democratic ones. Finally, the Soviet Union itself broke 
apart in 1991, and in its successor states socialism gave way to “capital- 
ism” and “democracy,” at least in the minds of the new leaders. But the 
absence of historical experience with the marketplace or with parliamen- 
tary democracy undermined programs for a rapid transition. Even with 
decently functioning institutions, it was hard to change peoples’ habits 
and thinking. Corruption flourished; the open market turned into rob- 
ber capitalism; the nomenklatura found ways to control natural re- 
sources and industries. As political parties proliferated and the excessive 
privileges among political leaders fostered suspicion, common citizens 
gave in to cynicism and withdrew from politics and voting. Democrati- 
zation came to mean little more than freedom of movement and free- 
dom of speech, and even these were sometimes imperiled. 
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Multiethnic civil societies had little hope of flourishing without a 
functioning democracy and market economy. Instead, nationalism 
reigned supreme. It had served a positive function in opposing commu- 
nism and providing the peoples of the region with a sense of purpose 
and belonging during the long and hard domination of authoritarian 
parties and secret police. Deprived of familiar institutions and a feeling 
of security after 1989, the peoples of the region found solace in ideas of 
national solidarity and patriotism. Poverty, unemployment, and disap- 
pointed expectations led many to support nationalist parties. With na- 
tionalism’s major enemy—Soviet-inspired communism—defeated and 
everywhere in retreat, nationalist ideologues naturally sought out other 
enemies, usually “other” nations, whether minorities within one’s own 
nation or one’s neighbors. More than any other factor, nationalism 
prompted the demise of the multinational states of Czechoslovakia, the 
Soviet Union, and Yugoslavia. But breaking up these federations did 
not resolve the problems of nationalism. The Estonians simply turned 
on the Russians, the Georgians on Abkhazians, Armenians on Azeris, 
Slovaks on Hungarians, and Czechs on gypsies. 

With their constitutions weak and their political institutions underde- 
veloped, with democracy and the market economy beyond their imme- 
diate reach, Yugoslavia and many of its sister socialist countries were dry 
kindling for the flames of nationalism. This was only somewhat less the 
case for Slovenia and Macedonia than it was for Serbia and Croatia. 
Given the problematic relations between the Croats and Serbs over the 
course of the century, Croatian nationalism seemed destined to come 
into conflict with the Serbs. In the late 1960s, Croats were already seek- 
ing greater cultural and political autonomy within Yugoslavia. The Cro- 
atian cultural organization Matica Hrvatska called for recognition of an 
independent Croatian culture and language. In 1971 Tito moved 
against the increasingly liberal League of Communists of Croatia in an 
attempt to stem the tide of Croatian nationalism inside the party and 
out. But the Pandora’s box of nationalism was opened; by the late 
1980s, Croat intellectuals were convinced that there would have to be 
either a genuine confederation in Yugoslavia or no Yugoslav state at all. 
Full independence was on the mind of many, who felt increasingly alien- 
ated from Belgrade and the Serbs. 

Among this group was the historian and former Partisan fighter, later 
general, Franjo Tudjman. Tudjman was a Croat nationalist and the 
author in 1989 of Absurdities of Historical Reality, which rejected Serb 
accusations that the Ustashas had engaged in genocide against Serbs 
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during the war and tried to whitewash Ustasha crimes against the 
Jews.5° Although Tudjman backed off of his denials about the Holo- 
caust in Croatia, he continued to insist that the wartime Croatian state 
was an honored predecessor of future Croatia. Tudjman’s party, the 
Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ), held its first meetings in the sum- 
mer of 1989 and was legalized in December. During the election cam- 
paign of 1990, Tudjman hammered unremittingly on the anvil of na- 
tionalism, gaining support at home and abroad among the wealthy and 
influential Croat émigré community. Despite attempts by the Serbian 
military and political leadership to bully the Croats, Tudjman intimated 
that nothing short of independence would satisfy the country. 

On May 30, 1990, amid a profusion of Croat nationalist symbolism, 
Tudjman was inaugurated as president of Croatia. Silber and Little de- 
scribe the scene and the inherent tensions behind it. “He [Tudjman] 
wore a red-white-and-blue sash. The sahovnica [the red and white 
checkered traditional coat-of-arms of Croatia, also used by the Usta- 
shas] was displayed in the background, the communist star abandoned. 
The Croatian President had not yet, however, accomplished what he 
wanted. Just out of reach was his dream of a Croatian state. There was 
one problem—the Serbs.”5! 

Milosevic was both very much like Tudjman and very different. The 
Serbian leader never quite abandoned his communist roots. After 
1990 his party, the Socialist Party of Serbia, blended neo-Yugoslavism 
with Serb nationalism, partisan traditions with those of the Chetniks, 
bellicosity and aggressiveness with the pathos of victimization.*? He 
dominated the Serbian state apparatus, yet appealed to populist slogans 
and antigovernment sentiments among the peasants.** His mix of 
Serbian chauvinism and Yugoslav integralism meant that non-Serb 
nationalisms were interpreted as reactionary and separatist. For Tudj- 
man, the problem was the Serbs; for Milosevic, every nationality of for- 
mer Yugoslavia—Croats, Slovenes, Bosnian Muslims, and Kosovar Al- 
banians—stood in the way of his ambitions. 


The War in Yugoslavia 


On June 25, 1991, Slovenia declared its independence; hours later, 
Croatia did the same. Both were outraged by Serbia’s actions in Kosovo 
and anxious to jump from the sinking ship of Yugoslavia while they still 
had a chance. Both were encouraged by hopeful signs from the Euro- 
pean community, and especially from the Germans, that their new states 
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would be protected by ties with Europe. They were wrong. Forces of 
the Yugoslav Peoples’ Army (JNA) moved to secure the borders and 
control vital transportation links. The Slovenes decided to fight, but 
fortunately casualties were minimal. In a short ten-day war, Milosevic 
and his Belgrade supporters made it clear they were not interested in a 
bloody clash with the Slovenes. Very few Serbs lived in the republic; the 
two nations had no common boundaries; and Milosevic himself indi- 
cated that he was prepared to let Slovenia secede. 

Not so, however, with Croatia. Backed by the JNA, Serb militia 
forces began to seize control of Serb-inhabited territory inside Croatia, 
setting up the Republic of Serb Krajina, “cleansing” the region of 
Croats, and erecting armed barriers on roads to Zagreb and the coast. 
Former Chetnik strongholds during World War II, Knin among them, 
served as the most radical centers of Serbian aggression.®® Thousands of 
Croats fled from the Krajina for the coast, looking for relief from venge- 
ful Serb militiamen. A Croat village located in the Krajina, Kijevo, was 
the first to be cleansed of its inhabitants in a process that became inte- 
gral to the wars of Yugoslav succession. In this case, it was called 
“cleansing of the ground” (ciscenje terena) 56 Like the later cases of eth- 
nic cleansing in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo, the expulsion of the 
Croats and the destruction of the village of Kijevo was planned and co- 
ordinated by the Serbian forces. 

Outmanned and fearful of an outright war with the JNA, the Croats 
initially hesitated to fight. But facing a similar Serbian attack on 
Vukovar in eastern Slavonia in late August 1991, they had no choice but 
to organize their forces to resist the Serb militias and the JNA. If 
Slovenia had fought a brief war with Yugoslavia and its armed forces for 
the right to secede, Croatia was at war with the Serbs for control of 
Serb-inhabited territory in Croatia claimed by Milosevic and the Cro- 
atian Serb nationalist leadership. The Serbs claimed they needed “living 
space” for their people, and they intended to secure it in Croatia.” The 
JNA itself had become an almost exclusively Serb army; members from 
the other nationalities either deserted or fell in line with the goals of the 
Serb-dominated high command. 

Vukovar fell to the Serbs on November 20 after three months of 
bombardment and bitter fighting. Vukovar, writes Nebojsa Popov, was 
“the Hiroshima of our days.”5® Panic set in at nearby Osijek, and Ser- 
bian officers confidently predicted the fall of Zagreb. However, the 
Croats had succeeded in forming an army and offering up enough resis- 
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tance to force Milosevic to accede to international pressure for placing 
peacekeepers between his forces and those of the Croats. Behind the 
lines, however, Milosevic proceeded with his plans to absorb the occu- 
pied Croatian territories into a newly constituted, Serb-dominated Yu- 
goslavia. Zeljko Raznatovic, known as Arkan, and his paramilitary 
forces, the Tigers, wreaked havoc among Croatian civilians, robbing, 
threatening, and killing. Not only did the Serbs do everything they 
could to drive the Croats out of territory they claimed as their own, but 
they destroyed private homes, businesses, and cultural monuments as a 
way to make sure the Croats would never come back. 

If Kijevo set a pattern for ethnic cleansing that was to repeat itself 
throughout the 1990s, the taking of Vukovar and occupation of eastern 
Slavonia introduced the element of genocide into campaigns of ethnic 
cleansing. On November 19, 1991, JNA soldiers and Serb paramilitary 
forces entered a local hospital in Vukovar. Most of the sick and the 
wounded were evacuated to a “detention center” located at a nearby 
warehouse, where the prisoners were robbed and beaten. A number of 
the wounded soldiers were then transferred to a prison in Sremska 
Mitrovica (in Vojvodina). The next morning, according to the Interna- 
tional Tribunal in the Hague, JNA officers separated the women and 
children from the remaining men, many still on stretchers, and trans- 
ported them from the detention center. Many of the men, both civilians 
and soldiers, were tortured and beaten senseless, two of them so badly 
that they died. Dennis Miller, a Hague tribunal investigator, later de- 
scribed a regular “orgy of beatings” in Vukovar. Two hundred prison- 
ers were then taken to the Ovcara farm outside of Vukovar, massacred, 
and buried in a mass grave.°! It was the first, though certainly not the 
last, time in the war that ethnic cleansing was accompanied by acts of 
genocide. 

Both the Serbs and the Croats raised the stakes in their six-month- 
long war by conjuring up images of World War II. The Serbs in Krajina 
mobilized around the threat of a new Jasenovac, the Ustasha camp 
where tens of thousands of Serbs, Jews, and other opponents of the fas- 
cist regime died. “For the second time in half a century,” the Serbs 
claimed, “Croatian government organs and their paramilitary and rebel 
outlaw formations have committed the crime of genocide against the 
Serb people in Croatia.”® The Serbs wildly exaggerated the number of 
their co-nationals killed at Jasenovac, some claiming more than half a 
million, others more than a million victims, when the number is likely 
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somewhat less than 100,000.°? Meanwhile, the Croats focused on the 
Titoist massacres of Croat troops in 1945, whose numbers were also 
wildly exaggerated. This “verbal civil war”—reinforced by the almost 
complete control of the media by Tudjman and Milosevic—was reen- 
acted by the militias on the ground.“ Traumatic memories of war and 
extermination that had been repressed in individuals and suppressed 
and distorted by the Titoist regime became instruments of political 
struggle and fratricidal war. 

The bitterness of the fighting reached into the everyday life of towns 
and villages in the war zone. Serbs and Croats blew up one another’s 
houses, businesses, wells, and cisterns, and poisoned one another’s cat- 
tle. They destroyed graveyards, churches, and monuments. Mart Boax 
describes the Croat destruction of a monument to victims of fascism: 
“We silently climbed the partly ravaged staircase; sixty-eight steps, I re- 
member. It stopped at a plateau with the remains of a monument. 
‘Comrades blew up this blasted Chetnik thing,’ Franjo [the host] in- 
formed me with a torrent of curses. And in his school-English he added 
emotionally: ‘We killed the dead because they kept them alive.’ An ulti- 
mate form of ethnic cleansing, I thought. He spit with contempt on the 
remains and turned away.” Tudjman eventually planned to convert 
Jasenovac itself into a memorial to “all war victims,” including victims 
of the Partisans and those who fell in the wars of the 1990s.%” Predict- 
ably, this enraged the Serbs. Meanwhile, wanton Serbian attacks on the 
beautifully preserved medieval city of Dubrovnik and the destruction of 
Croat monuments in Krajina added even more fuel to the fire. 

The conflagration, it is worth adding, had little to do with the partic- 
ular characteristics of the “Dinaric type,” highlander Serbs, Croats, and 
Montenegrins, who have been described as being more blood-thirsty 
than the Serb farmers of the Sumadija or Croats from the Pannonian 
plain. In Fernand Braudel’s classic studies of Mediterranean civilization 
in the sixteenth century, the fighters of the Dinaric mountain clans 
played an important role. Hand-to-hand combat, blood feuds, and long 
memories are certainly part of the history of warfare in the region. Nor 
can the traditions and habits of the uskoks (pirates) and the hajduks 
(bandits) in the borderlands between the Ottoman Empire and Europe 
be forgotten. Still, the brutal and uncompromising nature of the strug- 
gle in Croatia and later in Bosnia and Kosovo in the 1990s had much 
more to do with the history of the region since 1940 and the urban so- 
cial groups that fostered Serbian paramilitaries than it did with the in- 
heritance of the distant past. 
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Bosnia 


By the beginning of 1992, it became clear that Bosnia was the next cri- 
sis point on the Yugoslav agenda. Milosevic and the Serbs had arranged 
for the JNA units in Bosnia-Herzegovina to be manned by Bosnian 
Serbs, so that when formal withdrawal of the JNA took place in May, 
the Bosnian Serbs could legitimately stay behind, with their ordnance 
and men in place. The Bosnian Serbs, under the aggressive nationalist 
Radovan Karadzic, set up a Bosnian Serb Republic in January 1992 as a 
way to preempt the separation of Bosnia-Herzegovina from Yugoslavia 
and recognition by the European Union. If Bosnia-Herzegovina de- 
clared its independence, Karadzic warned, it would not last a single 
day.°® Alija Izetbegovic, president of Bosnia-Herzegovina and leader of 
the Bosnian Muslim party, nevertheless steered a reluctant course to- 
ward independence. He was determined to maintain the integrity of the 
republic and was uninterested in sharing power with the militant Serb 
minority (31 percent) and the equally nationalist Croat minority (17 
percent). Talks had been held between Milosevic and Tudjman on 
March 25, 1991, in which the two ostensibly antagonistic leaders 
agreed to the partition of Bosnia, leaving the Muslims only a small en- 
clave around Sarajevo. At the beginning of April, open warfare began, 
first in Zvornik in the north and then inside Sarajevo itself. For three- 
and-a-half years, Bosnia was to be the scene of the worst fighting and 
massacres in Europe since the Second World War. 

Especially at the outset, the Serbs had by far the better of the war. 
Bosnian Muslim police units were no match for the Serbs and their 
JNA-armed and led forces. Even more than the war in Croatia, the Serb 
attacks were accompanied by horrendous campaigns of ethnic cleans- 
ing, which quickly became the term to describe the forcible expulsion of 
Bosnian Muslims from towns, cities, and villages claimed by the Serbs. 
This nasty work of creating ethnically homogeneous Serb territory was 
carried out primarily by paramilitary soldiers, who systematically beat, 
robbed, brutalized, and expelled the Muslim population, killing and 
raping as they moved from region to region. The paramilitaries were 
joined by local recruits, who operated close to their own towns and vil- 
lages.® This made the violence up-close and personal, as old scores were 
settled. Serbs who tried to help their Bosnian neighbors were isolated 
and attacked.” The idea was to instill terror in the local Muslim popula- 
tion and to get them to run for their lives. 

It worked. By the end of 1992, two million Bosnians, the vast major- 
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ity of whom were Muslims, had fled from their homes. If the Serb at- 
tacks were not enough, the Bosnian Croats got in the act toward the 
end of the summer of 1992. They, too, attacked Bosnian Muslims and 
drove them out of their towns and villages in acts of ethnic cleansing. 
Mate Boban, president of what became called Herceg-Bosna (Croatian 
Bosnia), met with Ed Vulliamy, a writer for The Wall Street Journal, and 
told him that “spiritually, culturally, and economically, Herceg-Bosna is 
part of Croatia . . . [It is] historically Croatian living space.””! In the 
name of Serb and Croat Lebensraum, Bosnian Muslims were attacked, 
beaten, raped, murdered, and expelled. 

The genocidal treatment of the Muslim population in the first 
months of the war was particularly focused in a series of makeshift de- 
tention facilities and prisons set up by the Bosnian Serbs for their vic- 
tims. Ethnic cleansing is not just about attack, violence, and expulsion; 
in almost every case it also includes punishment. Those who are driven 
off are punished for their existence, for the very need to expel them. 
Non-Serbs in the Prijedor region were isolated and forced to wear white 
armbands, which left them vulnerable to abuse and attacks by local 
Serbs. More than 47,000 homes belonging to non-Serbs were de- 
stroyed. Women were removed to the Trnopolje camp, while some 
6,000 people, mostly men, were incarcerated at Omarska.”? In this terri- 
fying camp, whose horrors first came to light in the journalistic accounts 
of Roy Gutman, Bosnian Muslims endured all the tortures of hell.73 Be- 
tween May and August of 1992, according to the Hague Tribunal, 
guards “regularly and openly killed, raped, tortured, beat and otherwise 
subjected prisoners to conditions of constant humiliation, degradation 
and fear of death.””* Zeljko Mejakic, the commander of the camp in 
Omarska, was the first person indicted by the Tribunal for genocide; he 
remains at large. 

In many ways even worse than the Omarska camp was the camp at 
Keraterm, outside of Prijedor. According to the Tribunal indictment, 
between late May and the beginning of September 1992, some 3,000 
Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian Croats from the Prijedor district were in- 
terned in this former ceramics factory and storage complex. Here, as 
elsewhere, Serb guards and overseers seemed to derive pleasure from 
regularly beating, bloodying, and humiliating their prisoners. They hit 
and bludgeoned them with every imaginable implement: “wooden ba- 
tons, metal rods, baseball bats, lengths of thick industrial cable that had 
metal balls affixed at their end, rifle butts, and knives.” Night after 
night, the beatings would take place; young, old, men, women, boys, 
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and girls were the victims. The beatings were sometimes so severe that 
those who endured them were injured for life. Many died as a result; 
some were simply killed. The worst case of murder at Keraterm took 
place in late July 1992, when 140 men from Brdo near Prijedor were 
confined to one of the rooms in the complex. The officer on duty gave 
orders that the room be surrounded by guards and soldiers with ma- 
chine guns. At night, they opened fire, continuing to shoot into the 
room on and off over a period of several hours. If there were reasons for 
the shootings, they remain unknown. A couple of people survived to 
tell the tale.75 

The most severe damage to life and limb in the former Yugoslavia was 
done by paramilitary groups based in Serbia proper. Many of them had 
been initially armed and trained by the Serbian Ministry of Interior. 
Their officers were subordinate to the “military line” (vojna linija), a 
small group of ranking secret police officials who reported directly to 
Milosevic.”* Some paramilitary soldiers wore uniforms of the Bosnian 
Serb Army; others wore uniforms with no insignia at all. They came 
from varied backgrounds: there were JNA soldiers who simply changed 
uniform; amnestied convicts looking for adventure; and nationalist 
thugs who, under other circumstances, would be skinheads persecuting 
minorities, fighting as gangs, or committing minor felonies. They some- 
times operated in conjunction with the JNA and sometimes on their 
own. 

The paramilitary group commanded by the indicted criminal Zeljko 
Raznatovic (Arkan) was notorious for its violent actions. His “soldiers” 
were mostly young toughs who had earlier been members of his group 
of soccer hoodlums, the Warriors, which followed the Belgrade club 
Red Star.” Now they dressed in black and khakis and wore headbands 
with their hair short or shaven in the style of European neo-Nazis. Their 
insignia read “Serbian volunteers” on the outside and had a tiger in the 
middle.”* These Arkanovci or Tigers committed an unending string of 
atrocities in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo. In an interview, Arkan re- 
jected the notion that he acted on his own: “Let us understand each 
other. We are not just talking about paramilitary units. Every member 
of those units must, first of all, be responsible to the Serbian people and 
must respect the parliament and the president of the Republic.” In 
short, the crimes committed by his group were state-initiated and state- 
supported. 

One woman from the Sanski Most region reported that the Tigers 
beat up a group of Muslim men so badly that “they were barely breath- 
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ing and the only thing left in them was their souls, that was all.” The 
body of her husband, who was thought to be in the Bosnian Army, was 
mutilated beyond recognition after being dragged by rope behind a 
car.® One fifteen-year-old Muslim boy from Bosanska Gradiska de- 
scribed systematic beatings at the hands of Serb paramilitary soldiers 
that he and others endured. The technique very much resembles the 
“bastinado” torture used by the Turks against the Armenians (and by 
the Spanish during the Inquisition): “Most of the beatings were on our 
bare feet. We had to kneel on the floor with our hands behind our heads 
and put our heads on the floor while they beat our feet; if you screamed 
you got twenty or thirty more hits. There were three or four of us that 
were beaten with the rubber hose . . . There were approximately twenty 
men, and they would beat you five at a time, and they took turns beat- 
ing us.” The Serbs routinized the agony. The men were released, sent 
home to recover, and then summoned to the police station again, some- 
times on a daily basis, to be beaten, 

Arkan’s Tigers went through the town of Sanski Most from house to 
house. Typically a neighboring Serb would identify where the Muslims 
lived and then show up together with a couple of Arkan’s soldiers, One 
eyewitness describes the following scene, which was repeated many 
thousands of times in slightly different variations around Bosnia. It was 
September 1995 when Arkan’s people arrived. “On a Thursday, around 
11:00 a.m., while we were drinking coffee, three men entered the 
house. They asked for identification cards. They were looking for weap- 
ons and money. They proceeded to beat me. I was hit on the head. But 
my husband got it worse. He was covered in blood. They were beating 
my husband with three pistols. I gave them my money and they 
stopped. They counted the money and left the house.”®2 In many cases, 
the Serbs came back and beat the inhabitants until there was no more 
money and then drove them from their home, either burning it or leav- 
ing it standing for Serb refugee use. 

The Muslims had to pay exorbitant rates to get access to the buses 
that would transport them out of Serb-controlled territory. Before 
boarding the buses, they had to wait for days or weeks in ghettos—tem- 
porary housing in schools or community centers, where they were open 
season for more robbery and beatings. One group of Muslims was 
forced to run a gauntlet to get to their temporary housing. In Sehovici, 
where some 3,000 non-Serbs waited for transportation, the Serbs came 
at night, threatening violence to the children unless they got more 
money. Once they got on the buses, they were beaten again until they 
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handed over money, jewelry, and other valuables, In the case of the thir- 
teen or so checkpoints between Prijedor and the border, the buses were 
stopped, boarded by young thugs, who invariably checked papers, 
abused women, and threatened the lives of children unless the hapless 
Muslims came up with even more money. In the same way that the 
Turks stole ceaselessly from the “rich” Armenians and the Germans 
from the “wealthy” Jews, the Serbs also seemed to think that the Mus- 
lims were endlessly wealthy, and they stole from them until there was no 
more to take, 

The last stage of ethnic cleansing was in some ways the most trying. 
During the trip, men of military age were removed from the buses and 
trucks. Especially toward the end, very few families could come up with 
cash or valuables to save their sons and husbands. Muslim men were 
moved to prisons and recruited to labor battalions. Some unlucky ones 
were killed outright. Younger Croats were inducted in the Bosnian Serb 
army; few dared to refuse. The rest of the busloads of refugees were 
dumped in fields several kilometers from the border, robbed, abused, 
and beaten again, and left to make their way through the woods and 
across rivers to Bosnian Muslim territory. “People were bloodied,” 
wrote one woman. “I saw some women lying dead . . . When someone 
died, they wouldn’t let the corpses remain on ‘their’ land; we had to 
carry them to the Bosnian side.”8? The British diplomat David Owen 
recounted the report of a U.N. refugee official, who watched Muslim 
refugees cross through the “no-man’s land”: “As they walked, weighed 
down by bags containing the few possessions that they had been able to 
gather up, the Serbs started to fire small arms over their heads and a few 
fell wounded or dying. Then, as they moved out of range, shell fire 
started and he watched as they struggled on stumbling and running as 
shells landed around them. Some were hit.”s 

This particular circle of violence—beating, stealing, humiliating, 
beating, stealing, and humiliating again, then expelling—was hardly pe- 
culiar to Arkan and the Serbs. But somehow, in contrast to their Nazi, 
Polish, or Turkish predecessors, who also beat and robbed their victims, 
the Serb paramilitaries seem to have regular routines. They beat young 
men more than the old, men more than women. They had lists of 
names, ostensibly of Bosnian Army soldiers, government agents, spies, 
and their families, whom they beat more viciously than others. Serb 
paramilitaries also engaged in outright murder. All over Bosnia, young 
Muslim men were shot in groups and buried in common graves. 

The most devastating case of mass shootings took place in Srebrenica 





164 = FIRES OF HATRED 


in July 1995. Enough evidence has been collected by journalists, human 
rights activists, and the international tribunal in the Hague to recon- 
struct the terrible story of ethnic cleansing turned to genocide.* 
Srebrenica was a U.N. designated “safe area,” protected, in theory, by a 
small contingent of Dutch soldiers. On July 6 General Ratko Mladic, 
the swashbuckling commander of the Bosnian Serb army, led an assault 
on the area that ended ten days later in the capture of Srebrenica. Mus- 
lim forces in the area, commanded by the notorious Bosnian fighter 
Naser Oric, had abandoned Srebrenica to its fate. The Dutch U.N. 
peacekeepers essentially stood aside as the Bosnian Serbs advanced. 
Some have argued that they even helped to turn over the area (and its 
Muslim population) to the Serbs. The final U.N. report on the 
Srebrenica massacre confirms accusations of inaction in face of Mladic’s 
determination to seize the area: “The Bosnian Serb forces ignored the 
Security Council, pushed aside the UNPROFOR troops, and assessed 
correctly that air power would not be used to stop them. They overran 
the safe area of Srebrenica with ease, and then proceeded to depopulate 
the territory within 48 hours. Their leaders then engaged in high-level 
negotiations with representatives of the international community while 
their forces on the ground executed and buried thousands of men and 
boys within a matter of days.”7 

Thousands of Muslims from the region of Srebrenica—men, women, 
children, and old people—fled through the woods and mountains for 
Tuzla in Bosnian Muslim territory. Most made it; hundreds, maybe a 
thousand, did not. They succumbed to Serb attacks, exhaustion, and 
sickness. In Srebrenica itself, the Bosnian Serb forces, army and paramil- 
itary, seized men of supposed fighting age, meaning from 16 to 65, and 
confined them at the soccer stadium in town. Within a period of a week 
to ten days, they were taken to a variety of sites, killed, and buried in 
mass graves. During the process, they were beaten, marched about 
at double-pace, and forced: down on their knees and told to pray to 
Allah.*§ Some simply had their throats cut on the spot, as described by 
Drazen Erdemovic, a convicted war criminal.® Busloads of men, blind- 
folded with their arms tied behind their backs, were transported to kill- 
ing fields. There, they were executed by firing squads and buried in 
mass graves. Erdemovic described the process: “Another bus arrived. 
Each one held approximately sixty men. As the morning passed, the ex- 
ecution squad kept having to move to new positions. Rows of dead 
bodies were slowly filling up the field.”°° They buried the corpses with 
bulldozers. Erdemovic estimated that 1,000-1,200 were killed at his 
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site in one day. No one will ever know exactly; roughly six to eight 
thousand were killed altogether.” The U.N. accepted responsibility for 
badly misreading the situation: “Through error, misjudgement and an 
inability to recognize the scope of evil confronting us, we failed to do 
our part to help save the people of Srebrenica from the Serb campaign 
of mass murder.”?2 

Srebrenica was the site of the most serious genocidal massacre that 
accompanied the ethnic cleansing of Bosnia and Herzegovina. “These 
are truly scenes from hell, written on the darkest pages of human his- 
tory,” stated Judge Riad of the Hague Tribunal.” But the terror of eth- 
nic cleansing was felt throughout the territories controlled or even 
threatened by the Bosnian Serbs. Sarajevo faced its own peculiarly terri- 
fying fate, as Serbian artillery lobbed shells into the city below from the 
heights of Mt. Igman. Designated a U.N. “safe area” like Srebrenica, 
Sarajevo was hit by an average of one thousand artillery shells per day, 
aimed primarily at civilian targets.” Karadzic, in particular, was deter- 
mined both to destroy the city as a home of Bosnian Muslims and to re- 
make it as a Serb entity. “The attacks were not intended merely to ham- 
mer Sarajevo, ‘to kill the city in it’, and to punish it for its former spirit 
of tolerance and cosmopolitanism,” writes Sreten Vujovic, “but also to 
cleanse it ethnically and regenerate it nationally.” Sometimes com- 
pletely isolated and cut off from the world, with the bare minimum of 
food, water, and power, Sarajevo and its citizens suffered severely dur- 
ing the war and are still recovering from its traumatic effects. 

Banja Luka, the second biggest city in Bosnia, was turned into the 
“Heart of Darkness,” in the words of the U.N. High Commissioner on 
Refugees, the “worst place in Bosnia in terms of human rights 
abuses.”°* From the beginning of 1992 on, Muslims and Croats in 
Banja Luka were intimidated, attacked, fired from their jobs, and some- 
times tortured and murdered. In the city and its surrounding towns and 
villages, Serbian police and soldiers roused families in the middle of the 
night, hauled off the men to camps and labor battalions, stole from the 
population, and confiscated their property. 

The bureaucratic persecution faced by the Bosnian Muslims who 
sought to leave Banja Luka reminds one of Victor Klemperer’s descrip- 
tions of the financial exploitation of Jews who wanted to leave Germany 
at the end of the 1930s. The governments—Nazi and Bosnian Serb— 
insisted that their hated minorities leave as quickly as possible. Yet they 
punished, persecuted, and exploited the ready emigrants, making it 
harder and more intimidating to exit the country. Diana Paul, a human 
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rights worker in Banja Luka, described the situation: “Those who 
wanted to leave had to visit numerous municipal offices and pay fees at 
each one during certain periods. The fees and the rules and regulations 
changed all the time, and here again, I’m talking about the finality of 
evil. It was necessary to go to numerous municipal offices for tele- 
phones, electricity, to the bank to certify that you didn’t owe them any- 
thing each time you went and obtain a receipt so that you would be per- 
mitted to be ethnically cleansed.”” Just as in the situation of the Nazi 
persecution of the Jews at the end of the 1930s, the Muslims’ properties 
were systematically registered by the Banja Luka authorities and then 
taken away. 

By the spring of 1995, fewer than 10 percent of the Muslims and 15 
percent of the Croats still remained in the Banja Luka region itself. Af- 
ter the expulsion of some 200,000 Krajina Serbs by the Croats in Au- 
gust and September 1995 and the arrival of many of these and other ref- 
ugees in Banja Luka, the pressure on the remaining Muslims and Croats 
grew even more pronounced. By October 1995 fewer than 15,000 
non-Serbs resided in a region that had a prewar non-Serbian population 
of over 500,000. Of Banja Luka’s 60,000 or so non-Serbs, all but a few 
thousand had left. Radoslav Brcanin, then director of Banja Luka televi- 
sion, openly advocated ethnic cleansing. No more than 2,000 or so el- 
derly Muslims should remain in Banja Luka, he is reported to have said, 
“Only enough to clean our streets and clean our shoes.”?® 

Brcko was strategically located at the top of the horseshoe of Bosnian 
Serbian territory, linking western Bosnia, with Banja Luka as its chief 
city, and eastern Herzegovina, with Pale as its political center and newly 
designated capital of the Bosnian Serb Republic. As a result, at the out- 
set of the war in Bosnia, in May 1992, Serbs attacked resident Muslims 
and Croats, driving them into internment camps. Some 2,000 people 
were killed outright; over 90 percent of the non-Serb population was 
expelled from the city. Those who were unlucky enough to be interned 
ended up in the camp at Luka, commanded by Goran Jelisic, the self- 
described “Serbian Adolf.” Jelisic forced prisoners to sing patriotic 
Serb songs, and if they missed a verse or got the words wrong, they 
were beaten and sometimes executed. Jelisic openly advocated creating 
“a clean territory for the Serbian people” and eliminating those Mus- 
lims who refused to leave. The result was that he was allegedly responsi- 
ble for the “extermination” of at least a hundred Muslim men. Al- 
though Muslim women were raped in Luka, as they were in nearly all 
the internment camps in Bosnia, he claimed to have no part in it, saying 
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that “Muslim women were dirty.” But his murderousness was so ex- 
treme, according to the prosecutors in the Hague, that even the 
Bosnian Serb authorities got nervous about his activities and replaced 
him as head of the camp.! On October 19, 1999, Jelisic was found 
guilty of 31 counts of war crimes and sentenced to 40 years in prison.!! 


Rape 


Rape and the sexual abuse of women has been associated with cases of 
ethnic cleansing throughout this century. But in none of the other cases 
that we have examined has rape appeared to be so central to the pur- 
poses of punishing and driving out the “other” as in Bosnia. All the ma- 
jor parties to the war—Serbs, Croats, and Muslims—have been guilty of 
rape and vicious attacks on women. Although many of the women felt 
too shamed to report their experiences, enough have been interviewed 
by human rights activists to allow one to generalize about their treat- 
ment. Clearly, the victims were primarily Muslim women and the perpe- 
trators primarily Serb army and paramilitary soldiers. The Helsinki re- 
port on Bosnia, which relied on interviews with many rape victims, 
states: “Soldiers attacking villages have raped women and girls in their 
homes, in front of family members and in the village square. Women 
have been arrested and raped during interrogation. In some villages and 
towns, women and girls have been gathered together and taken to 
holding centers—often schools or community sports halls—where they 
are raped, gang-raped and abused repeatedly, sometimes for days or 
even weeks at a time. Other women have been taken seemingly at ran- 
dom from their communities or out of a group of refugees with which 
they are traveling and raped by soldiers.” The report goes on to state 
that there was a political purpose behind the rapes, multiple rapes, and 
gang rapes of women—“to intimidate, humiliate and degrade her and 
others affected by her suffering.” In other words, the rapes were in- 
tended to induce families to flee and never come back, not just for their 
lives but for the honor of their women. Yet the Helsinki report also 
makes clear that, as in the case of the beatings, Muslim women were 
also being punished for their very existence. The interviewed women 
described “how they were gang raped, taunted with ethnic slurs and 
cursed by rapists who stated their intention forcibly to impregnate 
women as a haunting reminder of the rape and an intensification of the 
trauma it inflicts.”!% The forcible impregnation of Muslim women and, 
in some cases, the incarceration of pregnant women in order to compel 
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them to carry the pregnancy to term was part of the torture to which 
they were subjected. All this so that the women would bear “little 
Chetniks.” 

As part of the ethnic cleansing of the Banja Luka region, in camps, 
such as those in Trnopolje and the sawmill at Kotor Varos, female in- 
ternees were assaulted sexually, sexually tortured, and sadistically 
abused. Rape and gang rape was only part of the horrors these women 
and girls were forced to endure. According to the Hague Tribunal, 
“cVisitors’ would come to the camp especially to enjoy the brutality.” ?° 
The rape “regime” was especially highly developed in Foca. Between 
April 1992 and February 1993, Muslim women were interned through- 
out the city in “rape houses”—brothels of sorts—where Serb soldiers 
and paramilitary fighters beat and assaulted the women as part of an 
evening’s entertainment. They would shave the women’s heads, tattoo 
their bodies with their persecutors’ first names, and force them to sub- 
mit to their alcohol- and drug-induced sexual-sadistic fantasies. Accord- 
ing to the June 1996 Foca indictment, some of the girls involved were 
no older than twelve, and the terrible circumstances in which they were 
kept compounded the incessant abuse.’ 

Mladen Vuksanovic records in his Pale diary a conversation with a 
Serb soldier who tried to convince him that killing a person was sexually 
exciting.!% The torture and abuse of Muslim women seemed to arouse 
and entertain Serb soldiers in a similar way. Catherine MacKinnon talks 
about the way war and ethnic strife provides potential rapists the oppor- 
tunity to play out their misogynist and pornographic fantasies.1°° But 
the problem may be even more psychologically complex than that, re- 
lating to deep-seated attraction to and repulsion from women and even 
men of the persecuted minority.” Such factors clearly played a role in 
German attitudes toward Jewish women and Turkish attitudes toward 
Armenian women. This psychosexual aggression was repeated in the 
treatment of Bosnian women by Serb soldiers. 

One of the complicated issues related to rape in Bosnia—as well as to 
the killings, beatings, and burning of houses and property—was that it 
occurred among former neighbors from the same villages and towns. It 
seemed that from the Serbs’ point of view old scores were settled, old 
slights were repayed, and “uppity” Muslims were brought down a peg 
or two by these sexual assaults on neighbors. When the Serb rapists 
came from the outside, then the motives were different—to demoralize 
the Muslim fighters, who, after all, were not professional soldiers but 
“fathers, sons, and brothers from the region.”!® In the rape camps, 
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Muslim women often recognized Serbs from their home villages and 
begged for mercy; and sometimes, in fact, they were helped and pro- 
tected. But usually the rapists prevailed, whether they knew the 
women or not. Sometimes they claimed they had been ordered to carry 
out the rape; sometimes they said nothing. One 38-year-old Muslim 
woman reported that her 19-year-old neighbor raped her. “So often he 
had sat at our place, drank coffee with us. He even worked for me,” she 
noted.!1° 

In some cases, Serb women tried to protect their Muslim friends, by 
hiding them from rampaging paramilitaries. But just as often they ig- 
nored their plight. One Serb woman claimed that the problem was that 
Muslim women were promiscuous. One stated: “They lie to the world 
about how our modest young men raped so many Muslim women, 
while the latter give birth to black babies in European hospitals, having 
become pregnant from UNPROFOR personnel.”!!! Denial was and re- 
mains the overwhelming Serb response to the indictment of rape. Gen- 
eral Mladic, for example, categorically stated that his men never raped 
Muslim women. “We Serbs,” he sneered to a reporter, “are too picky” 
to do such things." 

Beverly Allen’s Rape Warfare is a scathing indictment of the Serb use 
of rape against Bosnian Muslims. She maintains that “tens of thou- 
sands” of rapes took place, primarily with the intention of impregnating 
Muslim women.!!3 The Serbs felt that the Bosnian Muslims were origi- 
nally Serbs who had been forced to convert to Islam. Thus, the babies 
would be savable for the Serb nation, while their Muslim mothers and 
their families would be devastated by the experience. The larger purpose 
of the rapes, Allen claims, was to destroy the Muslim nation. In other 
words, rape was not simply an instrument of ethnic cleansing but a form 
of genocide. 

The European Union estimates that some 20,000 rapes took place; 
the Bosnian government claims that the number is closer to 50,000." 
Whatever the numbers, it is apparent that rape in Bosnia was not simply 
another example of the excesses of men at war or even a byproduct of 
ethnic cleansing as it has taken place in the course of the century.!!® We 
know, for example, that Serb soldiers reported having been ordered to 
rape. Even the victims felt certain about that. One Muslim woman from 
Doboj states: “These orders, they all came from Serbia; they were Ser- 
bian directives . . . I know some who had to do it, who were forced to 
do it and weren’t doing it for their own enjoyment.”!!° Rape camps re- 
ceived logistical and financial support from branches of the Bosnian 
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Serb government. Rape was organized and directed from above for a 
two-fold purpose. First, because traditional Muslims, in particular, 
would consider the crime a blight on their family honor; the very threat 
of rape would drive Muslims from what the Serbs thought was their 
land. Thus, ethnic cleansing would be accelerated by rape. Second, the 
forced impregnation of Bosnian women and the attempt to force the 
women to give birth to the “Chetnik” babies indicated a policy that 
combined humiliation of the Muslim women and their families with at- 
tention to the growth of the Serbian population. 


Croats and Muslims 


The ethnic cleansing carried out by the Serbs against the Bosnian Mus- 
lims was unmatched anywhere in the Balkans in its extent and intensity. 
Pointing out that Croats also engaged in ethnic cleansing against Mus- 
lims (and Serbs) or that Muslims committed violence against Serb and 
Croat civilians does not in any way diminish the criminality of the Serbs. 
We are not dealing with equally destructive phenomena. Still, Croat at- 
tacks contributed markedly to the devastation of the region and its peo- 
ples. Together, the Serbs and Croats shared the “counter-historical” 
and “anti-traditional” program of ethnic cleansing in Bosnia.” Both 
Milosevic and Tudjman felt that ethnically pure states would contribute 
to building their political power and solidifying their rule.!!8 Muslim vi- 
olence, much more limited in scale, was directed against alleged seces- 
sionists and traitors to Bosnia-Herzegovina. 

Franjo Tudjman’s views of the Bosnian Muslims were similar to those 
of his ostensible antagonist, Slobodan Milosevic. “In a strange way the 
two men were bound together,” write Dusko Doder and Louise 
Branson, “they were like Siamese twins who had one heart. And that 
heart was Bosnia.”!!? If Serb nationalists claimed that Bosnians were re- 
ally Serbs who had been forced to convert to Islam, Tudjman insisted 
that most Bosnians were converted Croats. Like the Serbs, Tudjman 
and his Croat underlings claimed a good part of Bosnia for their own. 
On March 25, 1991, at Karadjordjevo, Tudjman and Milosevic met in 
secret and talked about the partition of Bosnia between them. Both 
leaders agreed that the Bosnian state could not be sustained as an inde- 
pendent entity.!2° Ambassador Zimmermann recalls a meeting with 
Tudjman in the summer of 1991 in which the Croatian leader “erupted 
into a diatribe against Izetbegovic and the Muslims of Bosnia,” claim- 
ing that they were “dangerous fundamentalists” and threatened all “civ- 
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ilized nations.” “Bosnia has never had any real existence,” he stated. “It 
should be divided between Serbia and Croatia.” 

Like Milosevic, Tudjman talked about the natural historical order of 
the resettlement of peoples. This could be done peaceably and hu- 
manely, but it was the only way to deal with peoples who otherwise have 
“no chances for their survival.”!2? Like Churchill and Benes, Tudjman 
talked about the successful “transfer” of the Greek population by the 
Treaty of Lausanne, according to which “Turkey gained the precondi- 
tions for its development as a national state.”!?3 Serb leaders talked 
much the same. Karadzic spoke of “ethnic shifting” as a perfectly nor- 
mal phenomenon in international affairs, necessary to keep peoples 
from fighting like “cats and dogs.” When accused of being the “ethnic- 
cleanser in chief,” Mladic responded that it was his obligation to defend 
his people: “It’s a holy duty.” ™4 

Talk of the partition of Bosnia continued during the war. The first 
president of the Bosnian HDZ and member of the presidency of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina from 1992 to 1993, Stjepan Klujic, testified that 
he had a conversation with Tudjman at the beginning of 1993 in which 
the Croatian president reiterated his intention to divide Bosnia, as a 
country created by Turkish “colonial” conquest.!?5 Even as late as May 
1995, at a formal London celebration commemorating the fiftieth anni- 
versary of VE Day, Tudjman told his dinner partner, Paddy Ashdown, 
leader of the British Liberal Democratic Party, that Bosnia would have 
to be partitioned. Tudjman apparently drew a map of Bosnia on a menu 
card and divided it into Croat and Serb parts. According to Ashdown, 
Tudjman said: “There will be no Muslim part,” but that Muslims would 
be “an unimportant part” of the Croatian state. Tudjman then repeated 
his idea that the Muslims were “only Serbs and Croats who could not 
stand up to the Turks during the days of the Ottoman Empire.” 
Ashdown was apparently shocked by Tudjman’s racist attitude toward 
Bosnian Muslim leader Alija Izetbegovic, whom Tudjman called “a fun- 
damentalist, Algerian, and wog.”! Ivan Zvonimir Cicak, president of 
the Croatian Helsinki Committee, also noted that Tudjman frequently 
made references to the Muslims as “dirty stinking Asians,” while speak- 
ing of the Serbs as “our Christian brothers.”!?” 

Tudjman’s position in Croatia’s Bosnian parastate, Herceg Bosna, 
was consolidated in the winter of 1992 by the takeover of the Bosnian 
HDZ by Mate Boban, an extreme Croat nationalist from Herzegovina. 
The Vance-Owen plan of March 1993, which, if implemented, would 
have assigned three of the Bosnian “cantons” to Croatia, gave Boban 
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and his compatriots the impetus to take over “their” Bosnia.'?® Backed. 
by Zagreb, the Bosnian Croat army, the HVO (Croat Defense Coun- 
cil), demanded that the Bosnian government in Sarajevo withdraw its 
forces from the areas to be controlled by the Croats according to Vance- 
Owen.!?? When Izetbegovic refused, the HVO launched its own cam- 
paign of occupation and ethnic cleansing. The strategically located 
Lasva Valley was the Croats’ primary target. On April 16, 1993, the 
HVO attacked Vitez, the largest town in the region, and laid siege to its 
Muslim quarter, Stari Vitez. The Croats opened fire with artillery 
pieces, mortars, cannon, and howitzers, destroying large sections of the 
town. At one point, they used a truck bomb to demolish the center of 
the Muslim quarter. The HVO also attacked Muslim areas with about a 
thousand “fire babies”—fire extinguishers packed with explosives and 
metal objects. Then ground forces attacked, burning down Muslim 
houses and deporting Muslim civilians. 

In Stari Vitez and throughout the Lasva Valley, the Croats brutally 
expelled the Muslims. As in the Serbian case, military units were sup- 
ported by paramilitary groups, which were often little more than gangs 
of thugs. The Knights from Croat Vitez did great damage, as did the 
Jokers unit, which dressed in black and wore the insignia of the Ustasha 
movement. “We were witnessing something [we] had never seen before 
and we were distressed and shocked” by “the level of destruction and 
violence,” testified British Colonel Geoffrey Thomas.!3 The most ex- 
treme violence took place in the undefended village of Ahmici, which 
was attacked by the HVO in mid-April 1993. In a familiar pattern, 
Muslim houses were identified by local Croats and burned to the 
ground. At least a hundred Muslim inhabitants were killed outright or 
burned to death in their homes.!3! According to one witness, Sahib 
Ahmic, two Croat soldiers broke into his house, shot and wounded his 
son, poured petroleum on the furniture, and set his house on fire. He 
himself suffered multiple burns before escaping; his sister-in-law was 
burned alive. 

The Lasva Valley had its own detention camps for Muslims, where the 
inmates were tortured and beaten. One of the worst was in Kaonik, 
where prisoners were used to dig trenches, repair roads, and sometimes 
serve as human shields against potential Bosnian Muslim counterat- 
tacks. Just as in the Serb camps, the Croat warders sought money from 
the inmates and beat them regularly to get them to turn over their last 
valuables. Kaonik was also known for its overcrowded cells; sometimes 
there were up to twenty inmates in a two-by-three-meter room. Even 
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honest and decent warders could do little about the “night calls,” when 
drunken or drugged HVO soldiers would stop by in the middle of the 
night for brutal entertainments, especially with the female internees.!33 
The Croats also sometimes raped and abused Muslim women. The 
prosecutor in the Hague Tribunal told of the sadistic handling of one 
woman by interrogators from the Jokers unit. While the chief interroga- 
tor, Goran Jelisic, asked questions, his deputy, called Cicko, “grabbed 
the victim by the hair, forced her to take her clothes off, and then began 
to stroke her naked body with a knife and threatened to insert it in her 
vagina if she did not tell the truth. And then he commenced raping her 
by vaginal, oral, and anal penetration.” Meanwhile, Jelisic continued his 
questions. Every time she answered unsatisfactorily, or so it seemed to 
her, she was sexually attacked by Cicko. With her in detention was a 
Bosnian Croat who had been accused of helping her and her family. 
While she was being abused, he was beaten to a pulp.!** The Tribunal 
found Jelisic of thirty-one counts of war crimes and crimes against hu- 
manity. He was sentenced to thirty years in prison.!?° 

The Herzegovinian town of Mostar, with its graceful and beautiful 
Turkish bridge, was the scene of brutal ethnic cleansing on the part of 
the HVO. Here a special unit, known as the Convicts Battalion, did 
much of the dirty work. Between May 1993 and January 1994, the 
Croats attacked thousands of Muslims, expelling them from their 
homes on the west bank of the Neretva and plundering their posses- 
sions. Thousands of men were taken away to the infamous detention 
camp of Dretelj. Part of the assault included the destruction of the 
Turkish bridge on November 9, 1993, a purposeful act of cultural van- 
dalism, in that sense very similar to the Serbs’ shelling of Dubrovnik. 


The Croats’ intention was clear: to partition the town, creating a purely 
Croat West Mostar.!?s 


Croat ethnic cleansing reached its pinnacle much later in the war, 
when it was directed against the Serbs in the Krajina. In two highly suc- 
cessful military operations—Flash, in western Slavonia in May, and 
Storm, launched at the beginning of August 1995—the Croatian forces 
uprooted some 180,000 to 200,000 Serbs. Investigators from the 
Hague came to the conclusion that the Croatian army itself was in- 
volved in the expulsion of Serb villagers and townspeople. Croat regu- 
lars “carried out executions, indiscriminate killing of civilian popula- 
tions, and ‘ethnic cleansing.” ”?37 

Ethnic cleansing was an integral part of the Serb and Croat strategies 
for securing those parts of Bosnia they saw as their own. If they could 
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not partition Bosnia outright, as Milosevic and Tudjman would have 
liked, then they would do it by violent acts on the ground. This was the 
main thrust of their war against the Muslims, the main reason for the at- 
tacks, the burning, the killing, the robbing, the beating, and the rape. 
The journalist Ed Vulliamy correctly states that the war was more about 
the opponents’ civilian population than it was about their armies. “Very 
little [of] what happened in Bosnia can be described as war between ar- 
mies. We like to use [the] term refugees, meaning a side-effect of war 
between armies, but in this conflict the refugees were the raw material, 
its raison d’etre, that was the whole point: the removal of the popula- 
tion was what the war was all about.”!3 Yet unlike genocide, ethnic 
cleansing is as much about securing control of the land as it is attacking 
a group for its own sake.1%? 

Strictly speaking, the Bosnian Muslims did not engage in ethnic 
cleansing. Their goal was to maintain the integrity of the territory of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina. Any kind of partition or cantonization countered 
their interests as the dominant nationality in the country as a whole. 
They recruited Serbs and Croats to their armed forces and government 
apparatus and tried to maintain the ideal, backed by their NATO Allies, 
that Bosnia-Herzegovina could remain a multinational country. This 
did not mean that the Muslims did not attack Croat and Serb civilians 
or that they did not perpetrate war crimes, though the U.S. State De- 
partment estimates that only a handful of the documented atrocities, 
some 8 percent of the total number reported, were carried about by the 
Muslims.!* 

Reports about the actions ofthe 7th Muslim Brigade, which engaged 
the Croat troops in the Lasva Valley and elsewhere in the region, indi- 
cated that the Muslims periodically murdered civilians and burned 
down their homes.'*! At the Hague Tribunal, one female Croat witness 
described how her husband was impaled and sawed in two by Bosnian 
Muslim soldiers; another Croat witness described the murder of her 
three sons.! In particular, the Tribunal cited war crimes carried out at 
the Celebici prison camp, where Serbs from the Konjic region were in- 
terned under the supervision of two sadistic wardens, Hazim Delic and 
Esad Landzo. One former inmate testified that he was taken with a 
group of villagers to the camp, “placed against the wall and heavily 
beaten for several hours.” Then fifteen or so people were pushed into 
“tunnel nine,” which measured one by twenty meters. The inmates 
were savagely beaten with baseball bats and tortured with electric de- 
vices. Sometimes, the Serb detainees simply vanished, after having been 
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murdered during the course of “the interrogation of Chetniks.” 
Landzo regularly tortured prisoners by pouring petroleum on them, 
burning them on the legs and arms—always, he testified, because he 
was ordered to do so. The prosecutors charged that he would also carve 
crosses into the palms of prisoners “with a white-hot knife.” Landzo 
confessed to a series of sadistic acts, ranging from forcing two brothers 
to perform oral sex on each other to tying slow-burning fuses to prison- 
ers genitals and lighting them.!* 


Kosovo 


The ethnic cleansing that took place in Kosovo in 1998 and 1999 re- 
sembled that in Bosnia in important ways. In a systematic campaign un- 
dertaken by the Serb military, paramilitary, and police forces, Serbs at- 
tacked Albanian villages, killing, raping, and burning down homes with 
the purpose of forcing the Kosovar Albanians to leave. In bigger cities, 
like Pristina and Prizren, the Serbian authorities—like those in Banja 
Luka or Brcko in Bosnia—made life so unpleasant for the local Alba- 
nians that they escaped, like their cousins in the countryside, to Mace- 
donia, Albania, and Montenegro. Forcible expulsion led to general 
flight, as Kosovar Albanians sought relief from Serb repression.!** As in 
the case of Bosnia, no one was exempt; the intelligentsia and educated 
classes were driven out along with peasants and artisans, young people 
along with the elderly. The NATO bombing that commenced on March 
24, 1999, in a vain attempt to stop the Serb action dramatically acceler- 
ated ethnic cleansing. Hundreds of thousands of Kosovar Albanians left 
their homeland or sought refuge from Serb violence (and the bombing) 
by fleeing into the hills. 

On June 10, 1999, after 78 days of bombing, Milosevic conceded de- 
feat and NATO took control of Kosovo. The pattern of ethnic cleansing 
was now reversed, though hardly on the gargantuan scale that took 
place under Serbian leadership. The relatively small Serb community in 
Kosovo, roughly 8 percent of the total population, at the beginning of 
the 1990s was itself attacked and driven off by returning Albanians. In 
some places, notably north of the divided city of Mitrovica, small Serb 
communities remain. Milosevic’s intention to expel the bulk of the Al- 
banian population from Kosovo ended up condemning the small Serb 
population of the region to ghettoization and isolation. 

If some structural aspects of ethnic cleansing in Kosovo resemble that 
of Bosnia, the two experiences were also different in profound ways. Al- 
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though Bosnia had been the site of fratricidal warfare between Serbs, 
Croats, and Muslims during World War II, for the most part the region 
had evolved over the centuries into a multiethnic society that tolerated 
cultural and religious diversity. Although professing different reli- 
gions, all three groups were Slavs; they looked pretty much alike and 
spoke the same dialect of Serbo-Croatian. This was not the case with 
Kosovo, which for at least a century had been the focus of national ten- 
sion between Albanians and Serbs, two very distinct peoples who speak 
completely different languages. As a province of the Ottoman Empire, 
Kosovo had been more welcoming to the Muslim Albanians than to the 
Orthodox Serbs, who claimed the region as the original cultural home 
of their people. The Serbs seized Kosovo from the Turks in the Balkan 
Wars, while the creation of an independent Albania in 1912-13 did not 
include Kosovo inside its borders. Especially after Kosovo became part 
of the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes (later Yugoslavia), the 
Serbs began an intense campaign of colonization from Serbia proper, 
with the intention of depriving the Kosovar Albanians of their land and 
discriminating against their culture, institutions, and language. During 
World War II, the Italian occupation of Albania and western Kosovo re- 
versed Serbian fortunes. Now the Albanians gained the upper hand over 
the Serbs, expelling large numbers of colonists and other Serbs and seiz- 
ing their property and landholdings." 

The struggle between Serbs and Albanians over Kosovo continued 
into the communist period. Initially, Tito’s Yugoslavia favored Serbian 
control of Kosovo, including a renewed campaign of colonization. But 
Tito’s policies changed in the late 1960s, when he gave in to the grow- 
ing economic, intellectual, and demographic influence of the Kosovar 
Albanians by recognizing their rights as a nationality in the province. 
The constitution of 1974 completed the process; the province was 
given autonomy within Serbia and a formal place within the Yugoslav 
commonwealth of nations. Again, the tables were turned, and Serbs 
complained of discrimination by the Albanians and of “ethnic cleans- 
ing”—the use of violence, rape, and job discrimination to chase Serbs 
from the province. The nationalist “Memorandum of the Serbian Acad- 
emy of Sciences” was in good measure a response to the perceived at- 
tack on Serbs by Kosovar Albanians. As we know, Milosevic used the is- 
sue to build his political base among former communists. 

For the Kosovar Albanians, Milosevic’s rise to power was a nightmare 
from the very beginning. As early as the spring of 1987, he led the Ser- 
bian nationalist charge to deprive Kosovo of its independent voice in 
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Yugoslav affairs and sharply cut back on the autonomy granted by Tito 
and the Yugoslav Constitution of 1974. On March 8, 1989, Milosevic 
formally revoked the autonomy of Kosovo (and of Vojvodina), sparking 
six days of rioting in Pristina during which some 100 Albanians were 
killed and another 900 arrested. On July 5, 1990, Kosovo’s regional 
police force, still in the hands of Albanians, was disbanded and a state of 
emergency declared. Pristina University was closed, and Albanian lan- 
guage schools were severely restricted. The Serbs controlled the Alba- 
nian media and shut down Albanian political, cultural, and sports asso- 
ciations. Relations between Serbs and Albanians in Kosovo were so 
tense that they walked on different sides of the street in Pristina, the 
capital, and in other towns and cities.” 

The Serbian authorities singled out the leaders of the Kosovar inde- 
pendence movement for arrest, imprisonment, and physical abuse. Dis- 
criminated against in society and systematically deprived of their jobs 
and livelihoods, thousands of Kosovar Albanians left their homeland to 
seek work in Western Europe. In March of 1991 the Albanians orga- 
nized huge demonstrations on the streets of Pristina to protest against 
the revocation of their rights. But the demonstrations were brutally 
suppressed by Serbian police; thousands of demonstrators were arrested 
and perhaps hundreds were killed." The other republics of Yugoslavia 
were shocked and dismayed by these repressive actions. With the Serb 
showing so little respect for Kosovar claims to autonomy, the Slovenes, 
Croats, and Bosnians, among others, worried that the Serbs might try 
to limit their own. The result, as we know, was a series of declarations of 
independence and sovereignty at the beginning of the 1990s that trig- 
gered Serbian military intervention. In this sense, the wars of Yugoslav 
succession began in Kosovo and ended in Kosovo. 

By the early 1990s the Kosovar Albanians seethed with resentment at 
Serbian domination and virtual martial law. Led by the “Gandhian” 
pacifist Ibrahim Rugova, the Albanians set up a shadow state and with- 
drew any cooperation with the Serbs. Like the Solidarity underground 
in martial-law Poland, the Albanians constructed their own schools and 
university, held their own cultural events, published their own newspa- 
pers and books, and carried on their own foreign policy. Unfortunately, 
Rugova’s movement was unable to attract much attention from the 
world community during the Bosnian war. Only the Serbian police 
seemed to notice; they periodically raided the makeshift Albanian 
schools and cultural institutions, assaulted and arrested teachers and Al- 
banian human rights activists, and imprisoned and tortured at will.150 
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From 1981 to 1988, official Yugoslav statistics confirm the incarcera- 
tion of more than 7,000 Kosovar Albanians. Some 586,000 Kosovars— 
more than a quarter of the population—were stopped on the street by 
police, interrogated, threatened, hauled into police stations, arrested, 
jailed, and so on in this period.'5! 

The end of the Bosnian war and the convening of the Dayton talks in 
November 1995 gave the Kosovar Albanians some hope that their cause 
would be taken up by the United States and NATO. But the Allies were 
too intent on concluding the mess they had helped create in Bosnia to 
complicate the Dayton accords with the increasingly dangerous situa- 
tion in Kosovo; Milosevic was too important to the successful imple- 
mentation of the agreement. Especially the younger generation of 
Kosovar Albanian activists, who had known only Serbian oppression 
and discrimination, came to the conclusion that Rugova’s nonviolent 
approach accomplished nothing. Dayton reinforced the inclination of 
these young people to take up arms against the Serbs and force the West 
to pay attention. Not only that, Dayton had the effect of strengthening 
Milosevic’s hand, both in the international community and in 
Kosovo.! Although Albanian radicals established the kernal of the 
Kosovo Liberation Army in 1993, only in 1996, after Dayton, did it be- 
come a genuinely “pro-active intifada-type protest movement” to orga- 
nize armed resistance against the Serbs.!** The KLA’s cause was helped 
considerably in the spring of 1997, when civil strife in Albania resulted 
in the “liberation” of hundreds of thousands of small arms weapons 
from armories and weapons depots around the country. 

The first phase of the war in Kosovo began on February 28, 1998, 
when KLA fighters ambushed and killed four Serbian policemen on a 
deserted road between Pristina and Podujevo. The Serbs retaliated in 
force, engaging KLA bands in the Drenica region with 20 helicopter 
gunships and 30 armored personnel carriers. From March 4 to 7 the 
Serbian forces attacked two Drenica villages, killing entire families and 
clans allegedly involved in the KLA attack. In what became known as 
the Drenica Massacre, some 85 Albanians were killed, including 25 
women and children.! The escalation of violence was almost inevita- 
ble. Repression of the Kosovar Albanians got worse, and more and 
more young men, many of them jobless and hungry, took up arms 
against the Serbs under the banner of the KLA. With funds from their 
increasingly radicalized co-nationals in Europe and America, the KLA 
quickly grew into a well-armed opponent of Serbian domination. Al- 
though its political organization was weak and its ranks divided into nu- 
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merous factions, the KLA nevertheless was able to control almost 30 
percent of the territory of Kosovo by the middle of 1998.155 

The Serbian response to the growth of the KLA insurgency and to in- 
creasing violence in Kosovo was predictably savage and brutal. More- 
over, beginning in February 1998, Serbian military, paramilitary, and 
police forces began a systematic campaign of ethnic cleansing, designed, 
or so it seemed at the time, to secure strategic areas and force hundreds 
of thousands of Albanians to leave Kosovo. The Serbs appeared to en- 
gage in selective ethnic cleansing as a tactic of “counter-insurgency,” in- 
tended at least in part to deprive the KLA of their infrastructure of sup- 
port.156 Milosevic told Christoper Hill, U.S. Ambassador to Macedonia, 
that the Serbs could drive out all the Albanians if they wished, but they 
wouldn’t. “We’re not Nazis,” he said.15” Instead, the Serbs claimed they 
wanted to expel only those who migrated recently to the area from Al- 
bania or who moved from abroad. But this statement was camouflage 
for Milosevic’s policies to redress the population balance of Serbs to Al- 
banians in Kosovo by driving out hundreds of thousands of Albanians 
and moving Serbs—both refugees from the Croatian war and others 
from Serbia proper—into Kosovo. However, a Human Rights Watch 
report estimates that only 16,000 Serbs were moved into Kosovo, and 
most of them lived in abysmal conditions.'** 

Complicating the picture on the ground was the introduction into 
Kosovo of the first contingents of OSCE monitors in October 1998, as 
the consequence of Richard Holbrooke’s negotiations with Milosevic 
about the fate of the region.'5? Yet even with some 1,300 monitors 
present, the Serbs attacked and cleansed Kosovar Albanians, while the 
KLA continued to strike a variety of targets: Serbian policemen, govern- 
ment installations, and alleged Albanian collaborators. A brief OSCE- 
negotiated ceasefire at the end of December 1998 was broken on Janu- 
ary 8 when the KLA seized eight Yugoslav army soldiers who had mis- 
takenly driven their truck into KLA-controlled territory. Although the 
OSCE managed to get them released, the Serbs again retaliated with ex- 
treme force, attacking the “guilty” village of Racak and murdering 45 
Albanian civilians. Eyewitnesses reported that they had seen the 
“hooded men dressed in black” who had carried out the execution-style 
killings.1° 

Racak had an instantly mobilizing effect on the Allies as a conse- 
quence of their chastening experience with the Srebrenica massacre in 
Bosnia. NATO leaders attempted to force the Serbs and Kosovar Alba- 
nians to sign an agreement at Rambouillet (February 6-23, 1999) that 
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gave NATO the right to control Kosovo militarily, while ensuring the 
Albanians that after three years they would be able to vote in a referen- 
dum for independence. Neither side was initially willing to accept the 
ultimatum. The Serbs refused to surrender sovereign control over their 
own airspace, not to mention Kosovo. The Albanians were not inter- 
ested in waiting to gain their independence.' In the end, the Albanians 
were convinced by the Allies to sign the agreement on March 18, and 
after the withdrawal of the OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission on 
March 19 the stage was set for the NATO bombing of Serbia and 
Kosovo, which proceeded on March 24. 

Contrary to the expectations of Western policymakers, the Serbs did 
not give in and instead accelerated their campaign of ethnic cleansing 
during the 78 days of bombing. There was no more pretense that their 
goal was to hunt down KLA members and expel their supporters. Now 
the Serbs seemed intent on reversing the population percentages in 
Kosovo; what was once 90 percent Albanian and 10 percent Serbian 
would now be 90 percent Serbian and 10 percent Albanian. Milosevic 
also hoped to destabilize neighboring Albania, Macedonia, and Mon- 
tenegro with a stream of refugees.!% Serbian motivations and goals in 
what was supposedly called Operation Horseshoe remain poorly docu- 
mented and understood.!* What is apparent is that 800,000 to 
900,000 Kosovar Albanians were expelled in this period, leaving 
roughly 600,000 still inside the borders, many of them in hiding, and 
another 400,000 abroad. “Surely Milosevic can’t ethnically cleanse 1.8 
million people?” Timothy Garton Ash had said to Milan Kucan, presi- 
dent of Slovenia, six months earlier. Kucan answered: “You don’t know 
Milosevic.”!© 

Ethnic cleansing in Kosovo took on many of the patterns already es- 
tablished in Bosnia. Local Serbs (and gypsies) identified Kosovar Alba- 
nian homes; paramilitaries broke in, beating up the inhabitants, and. 
forcing them to hand over their money and valuables before leaving. 
Houses were often burned to the ground, sometimes with families still 
in them. Serbs also forced Kosovar Albanians to leave their apart- 
ments in the cities. Serbian forces spread out over Pristina, shouting 
through bullhorns and distributing pamphlets, threatening the Alba- 
nians who remained with injury and death. Tens of thousands were de- 
tained in the Pristina Sports Complex before being moved to the trains, 
buses, and trucks that were to transfer them to the Macedonian border. 
In these cases, as in Bosnia, the Albanians were forced to pay extrava- 
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gant prices for tickets and ended up in dangerously overcrowded railway 
cars and vehicles. In Kosovo, Serbian forces were particularly intent on 
confiscating the Albanians’ documents. At checkpoints inside the coun- 
try and at refugee camps near the border, the Serbs seized both the 
money and personal documents of Albanians. The idea was to deprive 
them of any legal claim to citizenship or property. They would be 
treated like Albanians from Albania, who the Serbs claimed had illegally 
infiltrated the country. Even license plates, voter registration records, 
and civil registries were destroyed in the campaign of ethnic cleansing in 
Kosovo.) 

Just as in Bosnia, Serbs raped women and girls both to punish the Al- 
banians and to accelerate the Albanians’ departure. The U.S. State De- 
partment report on ethnic cleansing in Kosovo notes that “Ethnic Alba- 
nian women are reportedly being raped in increasing numbers; 
according to refugees, Serbian forces have raped women in an orga- 
nized and systematic fashion in Djakovica and Pec. Rape victims were 
reportedly separated from their families and sent to an army camp near 
Djakovica where Serbian soldiers repeatedly rape them. In Pec, refugees 
alleged that Serbian forces rounded up young Albanian women and 
took them to the Hotel Karagac, where they were raped repeatedly. The 
commander of the local base reportedly uses a roster of soldiers’ names 
to allow all of his troops an evening in the hotel. In addition to these 
specific accounts, refugees claim that during Serbian forces’ raids on 
their villages, young women have been gang raped in homes and on the 
sides of roads.”16% 

It is difficult to know the true dimensions of the problem, even after 
the conclusion of the war, because of the highly traditional culture of a 
significant portion of the Kosovar Albanian population. No woman 
likes to talk about being raped, and reporting the crime under any cir- 
cumstances is a humiliating and psychologically painful act. But in the 
more traditional regions of Bosnia and particularly in Kosovo, Muslim 
women were very hesitant to state what happened to them. 

Abduction, internment, torture, rape, beating, and murder took 
place in Kosovo as they had in Bosnia, but it is too soon to know how 
many of the missing are dead or are still living in the hills or somewhere 
abroad. With so much of the housing stock burned, destroyed, and 
bombed and so many people displaced, it is not easy to determine who 
is still alive. According to the German expert Stefan Troebst, between 
December 1998 and May 1999, 30,000 Albanians were killed in 
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Kosovo, 960,000 Kosovar Albanians became refugees, and 550,000 
people were internally dislocated. Troebst adds that NATO bombing 
operations killed some 1,000 Serbs, including 114 policemen and 462 
soldiers. However, as of November 11, 1999, Hague Tribunal inves- 
tigators had found only 2,108 bodies, far short of the number estimated 
to be have been murdered and buried in mass graves in Kosovo.” A 
major problem in assessing the number of casualties is the fact that the 
Serbs tampered with the mass graves. We know a great deal about the 
brutality of the Serb paramilitaries and police in Kosovo; still, the final 
story remains to be told. 

Just as ethnic cleansing did not end in Bosnia with the signing of the 
Dayton Treaty, ethnic cleansing in Kosovo continues after the NATO 
bombing and ceasefire agreement in Kosovo. The return of the Kosovar 
refugees puts tremendous pressure on the already very limited housing 
stock, much of which had been destroyed either by the Serbs or by 
NATO bombing. The stance of the KFOR troops has not been suffi- 
ciently militant to prevent Kosovar Albanians from attacking Serbs, as 
well as gypsies, Turks, and Goranis accused of collaborating with the 
Serbs. In some cases, the Albanians have taken over the Serbs’ property 
and forced them to leave Kosovo. In others, the Albanians have beaten 
up and killed Serbs, causing the noted Kosovar Albanian journalist 
Veton Surroi to lament the brutalization of his people and wonder 
about their future and that of the Kosovar Serbs, who are now “the vic- 
tims of victims.”171 

At a bridge over the river dividing Kosovska Mitrovica, French troops 
stand guard to keep Albanians to the south from attacking the Serbs to 
the north. Periodically, the crowds of Albanians pelt the soldiers with 
rocks and try to break through their lines. Among other contingents, 
American troops in full battle regalia cross into the Serbian-controlled 
north to look for weapons and munitions. The de facto partition of 
Kosovo—Serbs to the north of the line, Albanians to the south—seems 
to have become permanent. Albanians continue to threaten, beat, and 
sometimes kill Serbs if they resist leaving. Meanwhile, in the north, 
Serbs periodically oust Albanians from their homes. The atmosphere is 
tense and bitter on both sides. In Kosovo, as in Bosnia, NATO forces 
and U.N. governing bodies state their commitment to multinational 
entities; in both regions, the divisions between nations wrought by the 
war remain starkly evident. Ethnically pure enclaves are under construc- 
tion, separated from their former neighbors by walls, barbed wire, and 
heavily armed NATO forces. 
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Conclusions 


Ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia has cast a pall over the end of 
this century. The West has been forced to face the deeply depressing fact 
that once again millions of Europeans—in this case Bosnians, Kosovar 
Albanians, Serbs, and Croats—have been chased from their homes, 
robbed, brutalized, raped, and killed. Once again, dominant ethno- 
national groups have committed crimes against humanity in their deter- 
mination to rid what they consider their territory of the “other”— 
minorities who are culturally different and ostensibly alien. Once again, 
state programs of ethnic cleansing have easily accommodated genocidal 
actions. Hundreds of thousands have died, mostly at the hands of Serb 
soldiers and paramilitary, and many are buried in mass graves.!”? Once 
again, rape and attacks on women have become commonplace. Serbian 
paramilitaries have left a trail of victims among Muslim women, who 
will carry these crimes and a sense of violation with them for the rest of 
their lives. 

The states and parastates that have been formed as a consequence of 
the breakup of Yugoslavia seek social cohesion and political stability 
through ethnic homogenization. The policies of ethnic cleansing dur- 
ing the war have been continued in the peace. National exclusivism 
dominates political programs almost everywhere in the region. This is as 
true today for the Kosovar Albanians and Bosnian Muslims as it has 
been since the start of the war for the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes.’ 
Politicians employ the state-controlled media to disseminate the mes- 
sage of the organic unity of their respective peoples. History is rewritten 
to exclude the role of minorities in the past and future. The lingering 
bitterness of the recent fighting provides little hope for multiethnic so- 
lutions to the region’s immediate problems. 

Yet the successor states to Yugoslavia seek entry into European fo- 
rums and eventually into the European Union and NATO. Each in its 
own way wants to rebuild, modernize, and join the contemporary com- 
munity of nations. Whether these states can do so as democracies or not 
will depend on constructive leadership at home and the political will of 
the West. Tito sought to eliminate backwardness and ethnic strife by 
employing the high modernist techniques propounded by Marxist- 
Leninist ideology. The experiment failed miserably. Now small states 
based on modern nationalist and democratic ideologies seek to mobilize 
their populations for economic and political advancement. Slovenia 
and, most recently, Croatia have made important gains in this direction. 
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It remains to be seen whether Serbia (and, with or without it, 
Montenegro and Kosovo) can do the same. Macedonia and Bosnia- 
Herzegovina still struggle with multinational democratic solutions. 

The Bosnian and Kosovo cases reiterate the incapacity of the interna- 
tional community to do much about ethnic cleansing in this century. 
NATO dropped bombs to get the Serbs to sign the Dayton agreement, 
but only after three and a half wrenching years of ethnic cleansing that 
displaced over two million people. Because NATO could not muster a 
credible ground threat, the NATO bombing in Kosovo actually acceler- 
ated the Serbian campaign of ethnic cleansing, which concluded with 
nearly a million Kosovar Albanians uprooted. Perhaps the most depress- 
ing part of ethnic cleansing in the Balkans is the apparent permanence 
of the results. Two distinct national entities—one Serb, another Croat- 
Muslim—will likely survive into the twenty-first century in Bosnia. 
Kosovo is even more of a foregone conclusion. Western lip service to 
the return of the Serbs is laughable. But the laugh is ironic and bitter. 
The Armenians and Greeks are gone from Turkey forever, making that 
country poorer in every way as a result. Although some Jews have re- 
turned to Germany—and Soviet and Russian Jews find it a haven—the 
Germany that could produce an Albert Einstein or Walter Benjamin is a 
phantom of the past. Czechs and Poles have not yet come to the point 
where they regret the expulsion of their German minorities, but that 
time is not far away. They lost a lot as a consequence. And the sad rever- 
berations of the deportations of the Chechens-Ingush and Crimean 
Tatars can be felt in a fierce and unremitting war in the Caucasus. The 
peoples of former Yugoslavia, too, will look back with regret and sad- 
ness at the decade of the 1990s. Even after they recover from the loss of 
relatives and friends and recoup economically, they will feel poorer as a 
consequence of ethnic cleansing. 
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Conclusion 


The character of mass violence in Europe changed dramatically over the 
course of the twentieth century. The world wars of 1914-1918 and 
1939-1945 gave way to civil wars, wars of “national liberation,” and 
ethnic wars. Ethnic cleansing, on the other hand, has remained remark- 
ably consistent over the past hundred years. From the Balkan Wars, 
through the two world wars, up to the present, political elites of mod- 
ern (and modernizing) states have espoused the cause of integral na- 
tionalism and have attacked and expelled minority peoples. Ethnic 
cleansing continues in the Balkans, its force far from spent. It threatens 
to break out in other regions, as well, from the new postcommunist 
states in the Caucasus and Central Asia to a crescent of modernizing na- 
tions running from Turkey in the west through South Asia, Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, and Indonesia in the cast. In the longer term, no state is 
free of its potential dangers. Ethnic cleansing will probably happen 
again, and the community of nations should be prepared for the next 
round. Toward that end, in this Conclusion I will attempt to summarize 
the characteristics of ethnic cleansing and examine the way it works in 
concrete cases, in the hope that we may perhaps find ways to prevent fu- 
ture episodes, or at least stop them earlier in their fearsome trajectories 
toward genocide. 


Violence 


Ethnic cleansing always involves violence. People do not leave their 
homes willingly. They must be forced out, sometimes in the most brutal 
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fashion. But whereas war generally matches armed men against armed 
men in a contest of will, machines, and numbers, ethnic cleansing usu- 
ally involves an armed perpetrator and an unarmed victim—more often 
than not, an armed man and an unarmed woman, child, or elderly per- 
son. The violence occurs up close, and it is vicious. Very little about eth- 
nic cleansing is impersonal. Arnold Toynbee used the metaphors of the 
hunter and the hunted, the cat and the mouse, to try to capture the pe- 
culiar evil that was involved in the Greco-Turkish war of 1921-22 and 
the expulsion of the Greeks from Anatolia. From the Armenian geno- 
cide through Kosovo, men, women, and children have been massacred 
and then tossed into mass graves and haphazardly buried. Some have 
been buried alive, and a few of those have survived to tell about it. The 
level of torture, physical abuse, fearsome beatings, and maiming sug- 
gests that the victims are being forced to pay for their crime of being 
different. In some sense, almost all violence against human beings is 
gratuitous, but in cases of ethnic cleansing all the explanations in the 
world cannot account for the sheer horror inflicted on the victims by 
their persecutors—the chopped off ears and fingers, the brandings, the 
mutilated genitals, the brains of babies splattered against walls; the 
gauntlets that victims are forced to run, the sexual assaults. The litany of 
abuses is unending, and it repeats itself from case to case throughout 
the century. 

Ethnic cleansing almost always takes a substantial toll in human life. 
Sometimes the killing is intentional, as when the Nazis killed nearly six 
million Jews. The Young Turk government appeared ready to see the 
Armenian nation die in large numbers, and as a result, some 800,000 
‘Armenians did not survive the expulsion from Anatolia. But even when 
there is no intent to kill, disease, hunger, and the perils of displacement 
take a staggering toll in lives lost. Of the 300,000 Anatolian Greeks 
who died, a very large number succumbed from typhus, tuberculosis, 
exposure, and hunger during transport and after arriving in Greece and 
the islands, despite heroic relief efforts. The relatively well-organized 
and premeditated removal of Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars also 
wiped out tens of thousands of deportees. The lack of sanitation, food, 
water, and ventilation on the freight and cattle cars caused thousands to 
die en route. When they got to their destinations in Central Asia, no 
food, shelter, or medical care was available. The result was catastrophe. 

Freight cars packed with thirsty, starving, suffocating, refugees—the 
bodies of people already dead crumpled in pools of excrement on the 
floor—could be the central image of twentieth-century atrocities. From 
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the Armenians transported on newly completed stretches of the Berlin- 
to-Baghdad railroad to the transport of Muslims out of Bosnia and 
Kosovo, these horrible railway cars spelled disease and death to their 
passengers. In the Greek case, thousands died in the packed holds of 
ships. The nominal killers in ethnic cleansing are typhus, dysentery, de- 
hydration, exhaustion, and starvation, but the real murderers are the 
political leaders, guards, and soldiers who drive these populations from 
their homes. 

The expulsion of Germans from Poland and Czechoslovakia is often 
divided into a “wild” phase, before Potsdam, and an orderly “transfer” 
phase afterward. The wild phase saw much random killing of Germans, 
periodic massacres, and collective suicides among the terrified German 
population. In the so-called orderly phase, Germans were marched into 
labor camps, deprived of food, and brutalized by guards. It is hard to 
know how many Germans died at what stage of the forced deportation. 
(Some died under the harsh conditions of the displaced persons camps 
in Germany.) But the estimate of 30,000 Germans from Sudetenland 
and 500,000 from Poland does not strike me as excessively high. The 
death toll for the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina has been placed at 
250,000. Here it is particularly hard to separate war dead from the vic- 


tims of ethnic cleansing, because the war was about ethnic cleansing. 
There is some controversy about the number of victims in Kosovo. 
Nearly 2,000 bodies have been found, but the U.S. State Department 
gives its best estimate, as of December 9, 1999, at 10,000. 


War 


Ethnic cleansing is very often closely related to war. The cases examined 
in this book all have taken place during war or during the chaotic transi- 
tion from war to peace. War provides cover for rulers to carry out pro- 
jects of ethnic cleansing that would be more closely scrutinized and 
even condemned by their own public or by the international commu- 
nity during peacetime. War provides the opportunity to deal with a 
troublesome minority by suspending civil law in the name of military 
exigency. Journalism is highly restricted, and military censorship pre- 
vents the investigation of reported atrocities. The minds of nations and 
of the international community are on other issues in time of war. The 
Young Turks decided to deal with the Armenian “problem” during the 
war, just as the Nazis dealt with the Jewish “question” after the attack 
on Russia. Both the Young Turks and the Nazis sought to conceal the 
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extent of their actions. It is unclear what would have happened in 
peacetime in both cases. The Greeks were expelled as a direct conse- 
quence of the Greco-Turkish war. Stalin and Beria dealt with the 
Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars during the war, and the Poles 
and Czechs began the expulsion of Germans even before the war 
ended and continued it afterward. Ethnic cleansing in Bosnia accompa- 
nied and followed upon warfare. The case of Kosovo is particularly 
instructive in this regard. Milosevic began the ethnic cleansing of 
Kosovo in conjunction with the struggle against the KLA in the winter 
of 1998-99. But when NATO bombing starting on March 24, 1999, 
much to the surprise of the West, Milosevic intensified the ethnic 
cleansing campaign. It was clear that he hoped that he could accomplish 
the long-held aim of ridding Kosovo of the Albanians under the cover 
of war. Just as the Young Turks, the Nazis, and Stalin had to divert im- 
portant resources and manpower needed to fight the war to the tasks of 
ethnic cleansing, Milosevic seemed willing to expend important re- 
sources and suffer severe bombing damage to the Serbian infrastructure 
in order to expel the Albanians from Kosovo. 

War habituates its participants to killing and to obeying orders. No 
one ever totally acclimates to bloodshed and rotting corpses, but the 
soldier adapts more readily than others. Regular armies are almost al- 
ways involved in ethnic cleansing, whether the Turkish Army, the 
Wehrmacht, the Red Army, the newly constituted postwar Polish and 
Czechoslovak armies, or the JNA. But war also breeds paramilitary 
groups that more often than not do most ‚of the damage in ethnic 
cleansing. Asocial types and criminals are often attracted to these 
paramilitaries, whether it was the Turkish and Greek chettes or Arkan’s 
“Tigers.” In totalitarian societies such as the Soviet Union and Nazi 
Germany, the paramilitaries, the NKVD special troops and the SS, 
served as organized branches of state power. They, too, were the pri- 
mary perpetrators of ethnic cleansing. Although these paramilitaries are 
often responsible for the “excesses” associated with ethnic cleansing, it 
is important to reiterate that the forced deportations are initiated and 
supervised by the political leadership of the state. Despite their some- 
times chaotic appearance and random actions (or, in the case of the 
NKVD and SS, despite their seeming autonomy), the paramilitaries are 
instruments of the state and ultimately receive their instructions from 
political leaders. 

War provides governments and politicians with strategic arguments 
for ethnic cleansing. The Young Turks accused the Armenians of collab- 
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oration with the Russian enemy at the onset of the First World War. Lo- 
cated in their ancient homeland in eastern Anatolia, not far from the 
Russian front, the Armenians, or so the Turks asserted, had to be 
moved to the south and southwest of the Ottoman Empire so they 
could not aid the enemy. Similarly, the Turkish government of Mustafa 
Kemal claimed that the Anatolian Greeks on the Aegean and Pontic 
coasts supported the invading Hellenic Greek armies and their British 
sponsors. Unless they were expelled from that territory, the argument 
went, the Anatolian Greeks would continue to serve as indigenous re- 
sources for enemies of the Turkish Republic. The Nazi argument about 
the role of the Jews in supporting the enemies of the Third Reich— 
Bolshevism and world capitalism—derived not from any geographical 
concentration of Jews in a specific territory but rather from Nazi anti- 
Semitic ideology. Nevertheless, the Nazis took seriously the accusation 
that world Jewry conspired in their overthrow; thus Hitler’s vow in his 
infamous Reichstag speech of January 1939 that if the Jews started a 
new world war, they would pay with their obliteration. Hitler, Goeb- 
bels, and others liked to recall that vow during the course of the war. 
Strategic interests were cited by both the Czechs and the Poles for ex- 
pelling their respective German minorities. In this case, they both could 
point to recent history in which the German minorities were easily ma- 
nipulated by Hitler to undermine the integrity of their states. They both 
argued that the rebuilding of a secure East Central Europe demanded 
the elimination of the Germans as a factor; talk of a Polish-Czechoslo- 
vak confederation—which in the end did not get very far because of ri- 
valry over the Teschen region—also included a strong anti-German 
component. Stalin and Beria did not articulate their geostrategic rea- 
sons for the deportation of the Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars. 
They claimed rather that these peoples—along with the Balkars, 
Karachaevtsy, Kalmyks, and others—had collaborated with the Nazis. 
Nevertheless, strategic concerns were certainly part of the overall ratio- 
nale. Chechen-Ingush territory in the northern Caucasus could serve as 
a critical gateway north and south between Russian and Georgian terri- 
tory, and east and west between the Caspian and Black seas. Moreover, 
Chechnya had oil and gas fields, important to the war effort and to 
postwar rebuilding. The strategic argument about the Crimean Tatars 
was even more powerful and persuasive. Because the Crimean Tatars 
had been traditional allies of the Turks, their location on the Black Sea 
left the Soviet Union vulnerable to purported Tatar treachery. Even in 
the nineteenth century, Russians had sought a Crimea without Tatars; 
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tens of thousands were deported in the aftermath of the Crimean War. 
World War II was Moscow’s chance to finish the job. 

Strategic arguments, both overt and secret, influenced the campaign 
of ethnic cleansing during the Bosnian War. The Bosnian Serbs (and 
Bosnian Croats) sought to carve out ethnically pure territories inside 
the borders of Bosnia-Herzegovina, both as a way to create a fait ac- 
compli in case of international negotiation but also to secure military 
supply lines and communications between their Bosnian governments 
in Pale and Mostar and their home supporters in Belgrade and Zagreb. 
Ethnic cleansing was often justified on these bases. The Croatian expul- 
sion of Serbs from Krajina was accompanied by statements, not unlike 
those of the Czechs and Poles after the war, that the Krajina Serbs had 
betrayed the Croatian state and were a clear security threat to Croatia’s 
survival. The Serbs asserted that the growth of the Albanian population 
in Kosovo, which they claimed derived primarily from illegal immigra- 
tion from Albania, threatened the security of Serbs and Serbian-run Yu- 
goslavia. Serb attacks of ethnic cleansing in the winter of 1998-99 were 
carried out ostensibly as campaigns of “counter-insurgency” against 
KLA rebels. Taken as a whole, Serbian ethnic cleansing aimed toward 
securing the region militarily and protecting supply lines and communi- 
cations. 


Totality 


One aspect of ethnic cleansing that links it to “high modernism” and 
the ambitions of the modern state and its leaders is its totalistic quality. 
In the European cases examined here, the goal is to remove every mem- 
ber of the targeted nation; very few exceptions to ethnic cleansing are 
allowed. In premodern cases of assaults of one people on another, those 
attacked could give up, change sides, convert, pay tribute, or join the 
attackers. Ethnic cleansing, driven by the ideology of integral national- 
ism and the military and technological power of the modern state, 
rarely forgives, makes exceptions, or allows people to slip through the 
cracks. There is also an internal logic which asserts that any members of 
the nationality who were allowed to remain would become even more 
resolutely opposed to the dominant power and hence a more potent 
threat; for this reason, no one must be allowed to remain. 

The Soviet cases are the most notable in this regard, where every sin- 
gle member of the Chechen-Ingush and Crimean Tatar nations, as reg- 
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istered in their internal passports, were forced into internal exile, 
whether they were high party officials, heroes of the Soviet Union, or 
champion athletes. Those few who managed to find their way back to 
their homeland in the late 1940s were removed again. Similarly, during 
the course of the war the Nazis attempted to deport and later to kill 
every single Jew, as defined by the Nuremberg Laws, whom they could 
their hands on—converted or not, married to a Christian or not, neces- 
sary to military industry or not. The attacks on the Armenians and 
Greeks by the Ottoman Turks and the Kemalists, respectively, did allow 
for some exceptions. Armenian women and girls, for example, were 
sometimes given the opportunity to convert and join Muslim house- 
holds in order to save themselves. The Armenians of Smyrna and Con- 
stantinople, under the watchful eyes of foreign consuls, sometimes sur- 
vived the genocide. After the Greco-Turkish war, the Greeks of 
Constantinople were able to remain in place, though large numbers 
were deported at the end of the 1920s and the rest in 1955. 

In the Polish and Czech cases, some Germans were officially allowed 
to stay behind to work in critical industries and, in Poland, in the mines. 
But the idea was to expel them once a sufficient number of Polish and 
Czech workers were trained to take on the skilled positions. Especially 
in the first year and a half of ethnic cleansing, armed gangs, para- 
militaries, and communist action groups expelled Germans, and legali- 
ties were seldom respected. Later on, courts were involved in the pro- 
cess of determining who was a German and who was not. Racial criteria 
were applied, and those classified as Germans were forced to leave. In 
Czechoslovakia, there were provisions for German spouses of Czechs to 
remain; in Poland, a large number of so-called autochtons (Silesians, 
Mazurians, Kashubians, and others) were allowed to claim Polish na- 
tionality. In both cases, however, in principle, all Germans were de- 
prived of citizenship and forced to leave the country. Ethnic cleansing in 
Yugoslavia had a similarly totalistic quality to it. Everyone was com- 
pelled to leave, even the elderly who could not possibly do harm to the 
dominant Serbs (in the case of Bosnia) or the Croats (in the case of 
Serbs in the Krajina). Whether Milosevic intended to reverse the per- 
centages of Serbs to Albanians, from 10-90 percent to 90-10 percent, 
which is sometimes asserted, or whether he meant to expel the entire 
Kosovar Albanian nation is unclear. At this point, the Kosovar Albanians 
certainly seem intent on expelling all the Serbs from Kosovo, without 
exception. 
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Monuments and Memory 


Ethnic cleansing involves not only the forced deportation of entire na- 
tions but the eradication of the memory of their presence. The physical 
remnants of the nation are the first to be destroyed. In Anatolia, the Ot- 
toman Turks blew up, destroyed, and defaced Armenian churches and 
other architectural monuments. In the mutual ethnic cleansing that 
took place as a consequence of the Greco-Turkish War, Greeks attacked 
and defiled mosques; Turks did the same to Orthodox churches. Many 
of the Greek Orthodox churches were rapidly transformed into 
mosques. Armenian and Greek houses were burned down; in Smyrna, 
the Armenian and Greek quarters were burned to the ground. The 
Nazis’ destruction of Jewish synagogues in Germany began on 
Kristallnacht, November 9, 1938, and during their occupation of East- 
ern Europe the Germans systematically burned wooden synagogues and 
holy books. Géring was interested in collecting materials for a Jewish 
museum in Berlin. But the impulse to destroy any trace of Jewish life in 
Germany or Eastern Europe was overwhelming. The Soviets bulldozed 
Chechen-Ingush graveyards, the central architectural heritage of the 
people, and used the gravestones to line streets or pave roadways, just as 
the Nazis did with Jewish gravestones. Poles and Czechs destroyed Ger- 
man monuments and chiseled German writing off of churches and 
graveyards. The houses were far too valuable to burn, but they too were 
rapidly altered, as it was illegal to have German sayings etched into the 
portals of homes or on their moldings. In Banja Luka alone, fourteen 
mosques were blown up, two of them dating from the seventeenth cen- 
tury. In the town of Trebinje, a graceful Turkish manor was burned to 
the ground. Everywhere, traces of the “other” have been torched, 
blown up, or taken apart. Especially in Yugoslavia, the homes of Serbs, 
Croats, and Muslims have been destroyed by one or the other of their 
persecutors. Especially the Serb torching of Albanian homes in Kosovo 
has left that region with a severe housing crisis. 

In addition to leveling churches, houses, and graveyards, ethnic 
cleansers burn books, encyclopedias, and dictionaries. No remnant of 
the language and culture of the ethnically cleansed people should be left 
behind. In the formerly German parts of Poland and Czechoslovakia, 
local archives were set aflame, just to be sure no one could make any 
claims about coming back. Town names and street names were changed 
in both Poland and Czechoslovakia; German storefront names were 
changed to Polish or Czech. In Kosovo, local citizens’ registries were 





Conclusion 193 


burned for the same reasons. Perhaps nowhere was the memory of peo- 
ples attacked as completely as in the former Soviet Union. The 
Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Republic was abolished, and all Chechen 
names and markings were erased. The same occurred in the Crimea, 
where all Tatar city, town, school, and street names were changed. In 
neither case was anyone allowed to talk about the fact that the respec- 
tive peoples had been deported. It was as if they had vanished into thin 
air, never really having existed in the first place. All that was left was talk 
of their treachery. History books were changed to diminish the role of 
the Tatars in the Crimea, and the Chechens-Ingush disappeared from 
books altogether. 

Both nationalist Serbs and nationalist Croats claimed that the 
Bosnians were not a separate nationality at all but were rather Serbs and 
Croats who had been forcibly converted by the Ottoman Turks to Is- 
lam. In fact, had the partition plans of Milosevic and Tudjman come to 
fruition, the idea that such a people as “the Bosnian Muslims” had ever 
existed would likely have been expunged. The rewriting of history has 
been part and parcel of the war in the Yugoslavia from its beginning to 
its most recent phase in Kosovo. According to the Serbs, Albanians 
came to the region only after the Serbs had established their presence 
there. Most Kosovar Albanians, in the official Serbian cant, are not 
Kosovars at all but illegal immigrants from Albania or their descendents. 
The Nazis wrote the history of the Jews and of Germans of Jewish ori- 
gin out of their books, too, burning the rest in infamous fires at the be- 
ginning of Hitler’s regime. Book-burning and the destruction of 
churches, synagogues, mosques, and graveyards are as much a part of 
ethnic cleansing as the forced removal of peoples. 


Property 


There is nothing “clean” about ethnic cleansing. It is shot through with 
violence and brutality in the most extreme form. But ethnic cleansing is 
also associated with crimes against property as well as people—that is, 
stealing and theft, both on the part of the state and of individuals. Al- 
though the the motivations for the expulsions were primarily political 
and ideological, not economic, nevertheless the idea was prevalent in 
every case—Greeks and Armenians, Jews, Chechens-Ingush and Cri- 
mean Tatars, Germans, Bosnians, and Kosovar Albanians—that the vic- 
tims were rich, and indeed had become rich by exploiting their domi- 
nant neighbors. Therefore they deserved to be expropriated and 
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robbed. Armenian property was seized by local Ottoman officials and 
placed in warehouses, ostensibly to be returned to the Armenians after 
their exile ended. But this property, often quite substantial, was quickly 
divided among the state, local officials, and rapacious individuals. The 
robbery did not stop with confiscation of property. Armenians were 
bilked by local cart and carriage drivers to provide transportation to the 
south. In a pattern repeated over and over again, the drivers would take 
the money, provide transportation out of town, and then dump the 
hapless Armenians on the road. Guards along the treks took money for 
everything from a crust of bread to a drink of water from a river. By the 
end, the Armenians were robbed of everything, even of money that 
frantic relatives managed to get to their families through the auspices of 
local missionaries. Greeks, desperately trying to leave the Pontic coast 
or the area around Smyrna, paid exorbitant fees to Turkish boatmen. 
But once they were away from land, in some cases the Greeks were re- 
portedly pushed overboard, and the Turks returned for another 
boatload. Others continued to rob the Greeks once they boarded their 
ships. There was a great deal of talk at Lausanne about compensating 
the Greeks for the property they lost as a result of ethnic cleansing and 
the final exchange of populations. This never happened; everything was 
taken by the Turkish government and individual Turks. Turkish hold- 
ings in Greece, especially substantial in and around Salonika, were also 
never compensated by the Greek government. 

A similar process affected the Jews, who had to pay and keep paying, 
first to avoid deportation, then to avoid the ghettos, and then to survive 
in the ghettos. German Jews paid endless sums just to stay in Germany 
under increasingly restrictive conditions. Jewish property had long been 
seized by the state, Aryanized, or destroyed when guards and SS 
overseers continued to rob the Jews and violently collect their valuables 
on the way to the concentration camps. In both Poland and Czechoslo- 
vakia, the Germans were stolen blind. Even toward the end of the de- 
portations, when groups of Germans were moved to occupied Germany 
by Allied-authorized railway transports, Polish and Czech customs 
officials boarded the trains and stole the Germans’ property. If anyone 
raised a fuss, they were beaten and sometimes detained. Although there 
is no evidence of theft during the deportation of the Crimean Tatars 
and Chechens-Ingush, they—like all the other deportees—were al- 
lowed to take only the minimal of property with them. As soon as they 
were taken away, gangs of “treasure-seekers” made their way through 
their homes, stealing what they could. The Chechens-Ingush knew this 
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would happen and concealed as much of their property as possible in 
the walls of their homes and cottages, not understanding they would 
not return for at least a dozen years. 

Where deportation orders were issued prior to the cleansing, hordes 
of bargain hunters came to the doors ofthe expellees in search of cheap 
goods. The Armenians, in particular, were plagued by Turkish neigh- 
bors, looking to buy cheaply or steal Armenian goods and furniture. 
But the same happened to Jews who were forced to leave Germany or 
were deported from sections of Poland incorporated in the Reich. After 
the war, Poles and Czechs simply walked in the door of German houses 
and took what they wanted, unceremoniously expelling the inhabitants 
in the process. In former Yugoslavia, Bosnian Muslims were beaten and 
robbed repeatedly on their way out of their villages and towns. The 
Serbs also searched Albanian homes for gold, coins, and German marks, 
the preferred currency of the Serbian ethnic cleansers. Today, Albanians 
steal from Serbs. Serb property has been ransacked in much the same 


way that the Albanians’ property was at the outset of open hostilities 
there. 


Gender 


Ethnic cleansing is inherently misogynistic. Whereas war sets men 
against men, ethnic cleansing more often than not entails men attacking 
women. The ideology of integral nationalism identifies women as the 
carriers, quite literally, of the next generation of the nation. Not only do 
women constitute the biological core of nationality, but they are often 
charged with the task of passing on the cultural and spiritual values of 
nationhood to their children. The result is that ethnic cleansing often 
targets women. 

But part of the reason that so many women are victims is also circum- 
stance. When trouble is imminent, men usually emigrate first, hoping to 
send for their families afterward. Thus many Armenian, Greek, and Jew- 
ish men left their families behind. Men are also the first to take up arms, 
go to the hills, seek to resist, or join a foreign brigade, if that is a possi- 
bility. Once again, the women and children are left behind and in 
harm’s way. This was the case with some Armenians and Greeks, as well 
as Chechens-Ingush, Kosovar Albanians, and Bosnian Muslims. Some 
men also become involved directly in war. Many Greek men had fought 
and died in the campaigns against the Turks; German men died or were 
missing in great numbers in Eastern Europe, leaving mostly women, 
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children, and old people behind in the new Poland and Czechoslovakia. 
Chechen-Ingush and Crimean Tatar men were often away fighting in 
the Red Army, or were already among the casualties, when ethnic 
cleansing came to their towns and villages in 1944. 

Sometimes, men of military age are shot right off. This happened to 
the Armenians in February 1915, when the men were transferred to la- 
bor battalions and massacred or taken away from the towns and killed. 
In the case of the Greeks, men 16 to 60 were deported to the interior, 
where many of them died. Jewish men, too, were the first to be shot in 
large numbers by the Einsatzgruppen in June and July 1941, though 
the murder of women and children soon followed. In the worst case of 
mass murder in the war in Bosnia—some 6,700 men of military age in 
Srebrenica were taken off in groups, massacred, and buried in mass 
graves. 

Once any remaining men are dealt with, ethnic cleansing turns on the 
women, who are its main victims. Women and girls are harassed, humili- 
ated, and raped individually, serially, and by gangs. Women are stripped 
and forced to submit sexually to the sexual-sadistic fantasies of their per- 
secutors, warders, and guards. This happened repeatedly in the case of 
the Armenians and Greeks. Armenian women in particular sought ref- 
uge from the constant attacks by voluntarily entering Turkish harems, 
converting themselves and their daughters to Islam in order to survive. 
Turkish women, in their turn, suffered at the hands of the Greek army 
and chettes during the Greek occupation and offensive. Jewish women 
were forced to dance and run the gauntlet naked and defenseless, some- 
times to their deaths. German men seldom raped Jewish women—that 
would have been a “racial crime”—but they stood by and were greatly 
amused as Ukrainians, Lithuanians, and Poles committed rape. Jewish 
women were subject to forced sterilization and, in the camps, to Ger- 
man surgical experiments to make sterilization quicker, cheaper, and 
more efficient. 

After the war, German women and girls were raped by Poles and 
Czechs as well as by the Soviet soldiers who were supposed to guard 
them in the Polish and Czech labor and internment camps. As far as we 
know, rape and sexual molestation were not part of the Soviet ethnic 
cleansing of Chechens-Ingush and Crimean Tatars, but women were 
clearly the primary victims of the forced deportation. Most of the men 
were at the front, and, in the case of the Chechens, many had fled to the 
mountains. The women were yanked from their homes and transported 
in box cars to Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. Especially for traditional 
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Muslim women, the humiliation of the long journey, confined together 
with members of the opposite sex, was very hard to endure. 

The abuse of women in the war in former Yugoslavia follows the pat- 
terns of earlier cases of ethnic cleansing. The Bosnian Muslim men had 
joined Muslim units or had emigrated to Western Europe to find work. 
Serb army and paramilitary units sometimes interned Muslim men of 
military age; sometimes—Srebrenica was the worst example—they sim- 
ply took them out and shot them. This left the women, children, and 
old people to fend for themselves against the Serb soldiers. A similar 
process occurred in Kosovo, where the men left home to find work 
abroad or, eventually, to fight in the KLA. In any case, the women were 
easy prey for Serb soldiers, who claimed, sometimes, that they were fol- 
lowing orders to rape Muslim women. In Bosnia and Kosovo, rape was 
one of the tools of ethnic cleansing, a way to terrorize the Muslim pop- 
ulation and make sure that they did not come back. Rape was also a 
form of punishment for the Muslims. By raping their women, the Serbs 
sought to wound the pride of their opponents and insult their nation. 
As we have seen, raped women in Bosnia were sometimes forced to 
carry the resulting pregnancies to term, giving birth to “little 
Chetniks.” It is hard to know what happened to these women and chil- 
dren. Numerous instances have been reported of women simply leaving 
their babies in the hospitals. The number of rapes in Bosnia and espe- 
cially in Kosovo is even harder to register, since traditional Muslim 
women would find it extremely hard to report the offenses. Still, it is 
clear that rape was integral to ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and Kosovo as 
carried out by Serbs, and to some extent by Croats; it became an em- 
blem of the war and a shameful part of the history of the 1990s. 

Many more women die during expulsion and transportation than 
men. It was mostly Armenian women and children who trudged across 
the deserts to Mesopotamia, dropping by the roadside and dying by the 
tens of thousands. It was mostly Greek women who lined the quay at 
Smyrna, desperately trying to leave the country, and it was mostly 
women who suffered the cleansing of the Turks and the mortal dangers 
of the refugee camps in Greece and the islands. More Jewish women 
suffered medical experiments and died in the gas chambers of the 
concentration camps than did Jewish men. German women died in 
greater numbers as the result of Czechoslovak and Polish persecution; 
Chechen-Ingush and Crimean Tatar women suffered in greater propor- 
tions the terrible fate of forced deportation and starvation in Central 
Asia. It is likely that more Bosnian and Kosovar men died than did 
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women in the recent struggle, but in nowhere near the proportions of 
men to women that one encounters in “normal” warfare. 


The Future 


The history of ethnic cleansing in the twentieth century gives no reason 
to hope that it will not recur in the twenty-first. Modern and moderniz- 
ing states that seek to homogenize their populations and eliminate the 
“other” come into being with regularity. Political elites continue to use 
the ideology of integral nationalism as a way to achieve power and 
maintain it against potential rivals. In the process, they exploit the pop- 
ular media to create historical images of national humiliation and suffer- 
ing on the one hand and pride and revenge on the other. Nationalism 
remains an incredibly powerful force for the mobilization of popula- 
tions. This is true in the West, as we have seen in France and Austria, 
but it is even more prevalent in the former communist regions of Eu- 
rope and Eurasia, which have been succeeded by countries with weak 
civil societies, fragile constitutional arrangements, struggling econo- 
mies, and ideological confusion. These countries cannot be drawn into 
NATO and the European Union fast enough to avoid the perils of eth- 
nic cleansing. 

What is more, the international community remains impotent when 
faced with trying to prevent, inhibit, or stop ethnic cleansing. The Ar- 
menian horrors were plastered on the front pages of newspapers all over 
the Western world, yet nothing was done to stop them. The same with 
the Greek catastrophe. In both cases, the West was satisfied with provid- 
ing relief and shelter for the survivors after the fact. World War II was 
not fought because of the persecution and murder of the Jews. That ap- 
pallingly little was done to publicize and condemn the Nazi actions 
against the Jews, much less to take in refugees or bomb railway lines to 
the camps, remains a blight on the conscience of the entire world, the 
United States included. A few newspapers and isolated politicians and 
publicists complained about the brutal treatment of the Germans by the 
Poles and Czechs after the war; but except for the Germans themselves, 
very few showed any compassion for their plight. Even if people had 
known about the deportations of the Chechens-Ingush and Crimean 
Tatars, it is unlikely they would have done anything about it. Even to- 
day, the Russian pummeling of Grozny and the Chechens has not ex- 
actly roused the moral conscience of the world community. 

Part of the problem is the strong commitment of the international 
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community to the ideals of Westphalian sovereignty, which makes it 
hard to interfere in the internal affairs of another nation. In the case of 
Bosnia-Herzegovina, this reluctance was overcome by the claim that 
Bosnia was an independent and sovereign state attacked from the out- 
side by the Serbs and Croats. Even at that, it took three and a half years 
of fearsome ethnic cleansing for the United States and NATO to act de- 
cisively against Milosevic and the Serb aggressors. The case of Kosovo 
was fundamentally different. Kosovo was clearly within the borders of 
Yugoslavia as internationally defined. The Serb attack on the Kosovar 
Albanians, like the present Russian attack on the Chechens, was an in- 
ternal affair. Yet the international community acted much more quickly 
and decisively, demonstrating, perhaps, that international norms about 
intervening in cases of ethnic cleansing are changing. At least, NATO 
and the Americans made it clear that they were not willing to face the 
repeated campaigns of ethnic cleansing by the Serbs. But what will hap- 
pen in the next case, especially if Milosevic is not involved. Does the in- 
ternational community have the will to act promptly and decisively? If 
not, the horrors recounted in this book will surely happen again. 
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